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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 
 
 
Ein neuer Baugedanke entstand kurz vor dem 2. Weltkrieg in Kalifornien 
und blühte nach ihm auf. Anders als alles, was bis zu diesem Zeitpunkt in 
Amerika oder woanders gebaut wurde, entstand das Moderne Kalifornische 
Stahlhaus als eine eigenständige Wohnhaustypologie um 1950.  Sie wird heute 
als Midcentury Modernism1 or Case Study House Style2 bezeichnet.  Durch 
eine neue Vorgehensweise in Planung, Entwurf, Baukonstruktion, Materialwahl 
und Innen-Aussen Beziehungen, fanden die Wohnhäuser, die in Kalifornien, 
und in Los Angeles im Besonderen, entstanden, zum ersten Mal eine globale 
Beachtung. Mit ihrer Horizontalität, Leichtigkeit, Informalität und Transparenz 
verkörperte diese Architektur ein neues Lebengefühl. Die Kalifornischen 
Stahlhäuser sind die Ikonen für dreißig Jahre gesellschaftlicher, wirtschaftlicher 
und technologischer Modernisierung in Amerika. Sie wurde 1933 durch die New 
Deal Reformen von Franklin D. Roosevelt initiiert, und endete um 1960 durch 
die politischen Repressionen des Kalten Kriegs.  
Raphael Soriano’s Rolle war zentral für die Entwicklung des Modernen 
Kalifornischen Stahlauses. Diese Dissertation ist die erste umfassende 
historische Analyse  von Raphael Soriano’s Architektur. Sie besteht aus drei 
Teilen. Der erste beschreibt den historischen Kontext des  Midcentury 
Modernism in Südkalifornien.  Er umreißt die politischen, wirtschaftlichen und 
kulturellen Fundamente des Modernen Kalifornischen Stahlhauses.   Der zweite 
Teil ist eine detaillierte Analyse von Soriano’s wichtigsten Gebäuden und seines 
Beitrags zur Modernisierung von Amerika.  Schwerpunkt dieses Kapitels ist die 
bauhistorische Analyses des Beitrags von Raphael Soriano zur Entwicklung des 
Kalifornischen Stahlhauses. Dieses Kapitel kulminiert mit einer 
Systematisierung der Arbeit von Raphael Soriano.  Es folgt eine 
abschließenden Bewertung des Werks von Raphael Soriano. Der dritte 
Abschnitt ist ein komplettes Werkverzeichnis für die Zeit von 1929 – 1988. 
                                                 
 
1 Dieser Begriff entwickelte sich im Gefolge der Case Study House Retrospektive “Blueprints for 
Modern Living” im Museum of Contemporary Art in Los Angeles, 1989, organisiert von Elizabeth 
Smith. Siehe auch Ihre Einleitung  “Icons of Midcentury Modernism: the Case Study Houses” in 
der 2002 Veröffentlichung im Benedikt Taschen Verlag “Case Study Houses” herausgegeben 
von Elizabeth Smith.  
2 Reyner Banham benuzte diesen Begriff zum ersten Mal in seinem Buch  “Los Angeles – the 
Architecture of Four Ecologies”, 1971. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. Midcentury Modernism in California 
 
     
Figure 1 - Desert House, Richard Neutra, Palm Springs 1946 (left) 
Figure 2 - Case Study House 22, Pierre Koenig, Los Angeles, 1960 (right) 
 
A new idea of architecture emerged just before World War II, and 
congealed just after it. Different from anything built in America or anywhere else 
before, the modern California house became known as a distinctive building 
typology by around 1950. A consistent and complete architectural program, 
today categorized as Midcentury Modernism3 or Case Study House Style4, was 
created. By employing a novel approach to planning, design, building 
construction, material selection, and inside–outside relationships, it put 
California, and Los Angeles in particular, on the global architecture map. With 
their horizontality, lightness, informality, transparency, and ability to merge 
inside and outside, these houses that materialized throughout a 30-year period, 
embodied a new lifestyle. Their physical environment was the realization of the 
American dream of the post-World War II house. It was the built utopia of the 
                                            
3 This term emerged since the Case Study House Retrospective “Blueprints for Modern Living” 
at the Museum of Contemporary Art in Los Angeles, 1989, curated by Elizabeth Smith. See also 
her introductory essay “Icons of Midcentury Modernism: the Case Study Houses” in the 2002 
publication “Case Study Houses” by Elizabeth Smith.  
2 Reyner Banham coined this categorization in his publication “Los Angeles – the Architecture of 
Four Ecologies”, 1971. 
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modern America, assisted in its creation by President Franklin Roosevelt’s New 
Deal reforms and by the global war. 
  
 
2. Raphael S. Soriano’s Biographical Background 
Raphael Soriano’s work was pivotal to this evolution. Arriving in Los 
Angeles in 1924 as a twenty-year-old Sephardic Jewish immigrant from 
Rhodes, he came with a background of conflicting cultural traditions, having 
grown up during the age of European imperialism and World War I, and having 
been raised in Rhodes, the century old crossroad of Eastern and Western 
civilizations. Soriano’s life followed the path of the stereotypical American 
Dream—a poor immigrant made good. His personal development and his 
professional career matched perfectly the thirty years of liberal democracy 
beginning with the President Roosevelt’s New Deal reforms in 1933. 
At the age of thirty, Soriano graduated from the architecture school at the 
University of Southern California and ran straight into the Great Depression. His 
first job was with the Los Angeles County Architect Cassat Griffin, designing 
several Work Progress Administration (WPA) projects. Soriano registered as a 
Democrat in 1934, and most of his young, liberal, and Jewish clients shared the 
same democratic vision of America’s modernization. Soriano’s liberal conviction 
and support for change grew even stronger once the Italian and later the 
German fascists occupied Rhodes during the 1930s. Some of Rhodes’ Jews 
managed to escape, like his parents, who came to Los Angeles, but many were 
deported. Any belief in the European cultural traditions such as the Beaux Arts 
was erased. Soriano became a vocal advocate for social reform, democracy, 
and progress in science and technology. The Rhodian immigrant faced the 
challenges of war mobilization like no one else, and utilized them to mold the 
postwar house. Soriano had the architectural talent, the cultural sensitivity, and 
the intellectual rigor to combine the unique cultural mix of Southern California 
with the social reforms of the liberal Democrats and the technological 
advancements of World War II. More than anybody else’s work at that time, 
Soriano’s buildings transcended the personal realm to unveil the underlying 
structures—and utopias—of thirty years of American modernization. His pure, 
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uncompromising buildings were pioneering and vital examples of America’s 
midcentury modernization. Soriano was the first to fully exploit the steel frame 
house, which became known throughout the world as a Southern California 
phenomenon. Soriano was the leading force of the Second Generation5 of Los 
Angeles architects, alongside his contemporaries Harwell Harris, Gregory Ain, 
J.R. Davidson, Gordon Drake, Quincy Jones, John Lautner, Charles and Ray 
Eames, and others. He was one of the rare midcentury links between the early 
California modernists—he worked with Richard Neutra and Rudolph 
Schindler—and the younger postwar modernist generation that formed around 
Pierre Koenig and Craig Ellwood, both of whom worked for Soriano, and Frank 
Gehry, who attests to Soriano’s strong significance in his own architectural 
growth.6 It made Soriano special that he was interested in a cohesive building 
typology for the twentieth century, not just an individual architectural expression. 
In his evolution for a housing solution for the twentieth century the general and 
the individual had to be identical. 
 
 
3. Scope of the Dissertation 
This dissertation is the first comprehensive thesis on Raphael Soriano’s 
architecture. It consists of three parts. The first describes the cultural context of 
Midcentury Modernism in Southern California. It shows the political, economical 
and historical foundations for the evolution of the modern California house. The 
second provides a detailed analysis of Soriano’s key buildings and his 
pioneering contributions to midcentury modernization in America. The main 
focus of this chapter is to demonstrate Soriano’s role in the evolution of the 
California steel house. It is a historical analysis of the architectural design and 
building construction. This section concludes with a systematization of Soriano’s 
lifetime achievements. The third presents Soriano’s complete works. The 
complete works are submitted in a separate volume, and can be read in 
conjunction with this written thesis. Reference has been made in this 
dissertation to the projects in the Complete Works section. 
                                            
5 Esther McCoy created this classification in 1984. See: McCoy (1984) 
6 See Frank Gehry’s introduction to the book of Julius Shulman. Architecture and its 
Photography. Köln, 1998.pp. 9-13. 
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The visual material  - both, photos and drawings – are a selection from 
the Soriano Archives. To illustrate the key steps in the evolution of Soriano’s 
building construction systems, I selected following five projects, which are 
documented with detailed construction drawings in the Complete Works section. 
Each of these buildings represents a key developmental step in the evolution of 
steel house: 
  
· Lipetz House, 1936 – first application of traditional balloon frame 
wood construction used in the manner of the International Style 
(Complete Works 4) 
· Latz Memorial Jewish Community Center, 1939 –first 
application of the Lattissteel frame (Complete Works 17) 
· Hallaweel Seed Garden Center, 1942 – first application of a 
prefabricated steel structure (Complete Works 28) 
· 1950 Case Study House, 1950 – first application of the Case 
Study light steel frame developed by Soriano (Complete Works 
67) 
· Soria Structures, 1966 – systematic illustration of Soriano’s 
aluminum construction system (Complete Works 125) 
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4. Research Approach  
The work for this dissertation came into being in 1996. After my own 
arrival to Los Angeles as a Visiting Professor of Architecture at the University of 
California, Los Angeles (UCLA) from Europe, I tried to find some of Soriano’s 
steel houses, which proved to be almost impossible. I realized that his buildings 
had suffered an unusually high toll due to fire, earthquakes and demolition. Of 
those that remain standing, many have undergone the more insidious 
architectural scourge of bad remodeling. However, this search opened many 
doors to what houses of his remained, and more importantly, to many of 
Soriano’s contemporaries who are still alive, thus presenting me with a 
fascinating account of the making of Los Angeles.   
I was able to discover Soriano’s papers and drawings, which had been 
untouched since his death in 1988. I organized Soriano’s documents, and was 
able to prepare on this basis the complete works section. All of Soriano’s 
records are complete, beginning with his student work at the University of 
Southern California, Los Angeles. More importantly, the vast majority of these 
documents are unpublished. The archives are today administered by the 
Archives-Special Collections, College of Environmental Design California State 
Polytechnic University, Pomona. I also had the privilege to design and build an 
addition to one of Soriano’s pivotal steel houses – the Curtis House (Complete 
Works 66) in 1998. This gave me a detailed and practical insight into the unique 
building construction of Soriano’s steel houses. 
The research and writing of this publication received financial assistance 
between 1998 and 2002 from a number of foundations and granting agencies. 
Much of the work was made possible by a grant from the Graham Foundation 
for Advanced Studies in the Fine Arts, a grant of the College of Fellows of the 
American Institute of Architects, and a scholarship by the German Academic 
Exchange Service (DAAD).   
The following libraries and archives provided archival material: Archives-
Special Collections, College of Environmental Design California State 
Polytechnic University, Pomona; Visual Resource Library, College of 
Environmental Design California State Polytechnic University, Pomona; 
Department of Special Collections, University Research Library, University of 
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California, Los Angeles; Oral History Program, University Research Library, 
University of California, Los Angeles; the National Archives and Records 
Administration, Washington D.C.; Smithsonian, Washington D.C.; Archives, 
Wright State University; Photo Archive, Whatcom Museum of Arts and History. 
I also had the privilege that a number of people shared their private 
collections, and that they provided first hand Soriano material: noted 
architectural photographer Julius Shulman, who documented most of Soriano’s 
buildings since his first house in 1936, Olivier Boissière with his considerate 
hand over of original Soriano photography and papers; Elaine K.S. Jones with 
her remarkable collection of modern California house history; Pierre Koenig 
shared original 1950 effects; Marty Arbunitch from the Eichler Network; and 
Aaron Hasson from the Rhodes Jewish Historical Foundation. 
 
 
5. Literature 
Architecture and the critical debate in America after 1945 have been 
object of an intense architectural research in America since the early 1990s. A 
number of theoretical publications have been published during the recent years, 
culminating in “Anxious Modernism – Experimentation in Postwar Architectural 
Culture” (2000), which summarizes two conferences held at the Graduate 
School of Design at Harvard University in 1998 and 1999.  The purpose of this 
renewed interest is to re-evaluate the traditional view of architectural historians, 
which usually characterized the 1950s and 1960s as an intermezzo between an 
expiring modernism and a dawning postmodernism. By the sheer prominence in 
architectural culture after 1970, postmodernism was valued as the only lasting 
trend after the postwar years; one that emerged in opposition to the modern 
movement’s fixation on abstraction, symbols of industrial culture and mass 
production. This traditional standpoint oversimplified the new and different 
modernist ideas in the U.S.A, which evolved around World War II, and which 
formed an architectural movement in its own right.   
In this context, the midcentury modernization of California has been part of 
an intensive popular and academic interest, especially the evolution of the 
modern California house. The steel house evolved as the global icon for the 
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domestic architecture of the postwar years in Southern California. The main 
research focus has been on two topics: the Case Study House program and the 
work of Richard Neutra. This renewed interest was triggered through the 
exhibition at the Museum of Contemporary Art in Los Angeles, titled “Blueprints 
for modern Living: History and Legacy of the Case Study Houses” (1989), 
curated by Elizabeth Smith, and it culminated in two opulent Benedikt Taschen 
publications: “Richard Neutra” (2000) and “Case Study Houses” (2002), also 
edited by Elizabeth Smith.  Both, the Blueprints for Modern Living exhibition and 
the Case Study House publication followed the structure of the Case Study 
House program publication, as set out by Esther McCoy in her book “Modern 
California houses” (1962). They did not add any new information in regards to 
the houses or the program. For the 1989 exhibition catalogue a number of 
architectural historians and sociologists, amongst them Reyner Banham, Esther 
McCoy and Thomas Hines, wrote essays to put the Case Study house Program 
into a wider cultural context of Southern California. This was the first attempt of 
this kind, however it did not yet present a coherent historical analysis.   It is 
interesting to note that Reyner Banham in his publication “Los Angeles - The 
Architecture of four Ecologies” (1971) used the term “Case Study House Style” 
for the first time to describe the architectural development of the steel house as 
an independent architectural direction. For the second edition of Esther 
McCoy’s “Modern California Houses” book, the title was changed to “Case 
Study Houses” (1977). Further recent publications, amongst others, were a 
monograph on the architecture of Pierre Koenig (1998), a monograph on the 
architecture of Craig Ellwood (2001) and a series of popular books on the 
photography of Julius Shulman, the latest entitled ”Modernism Rediscovered” 
(2000). In her introduction to the 2002 “Case Study Houses” book, Elizabeth 
Smith classified the Case Study Houses as “Icons of Mid-century Modernism”.  
 It is interesting to note that most of the recent publications avoided the link 
of the Case Study House program to the political, economical and technological 
circumstances. Even more, if one speaks to the generation, which experienced 
the 1950ies in person, e.g. Julius Shulman and Pierre Koenig, there is a deep 
resistance towards the political references. They view the Modern California 
House solely as an autonomous aesthetic movement. To my judgment, this can 
INTRODUCTION 10
be only explained through the Cold War propaganda of the Truman 
government, which left only the escape into the artistic realm to avoid 
prosecution by the conservative forces, which viewed the Modern California 
Houses as a “Un-American”. In addition, the focus of this recent research has 
been, however solely on the 1950s and 1960s. The postwar houses have been 
described as: “An architectural revolution which took place in Los Angeles soon 
after the end of the Second World War”, as James Steele wrote in the 
introduction of his Pierre Koenig monograph (1998).  
The main thesis of my dissertation is, that Midcentury Modernism was an 
evolution, which took place during the period spanning from 1930 to 1960, and 
that it is not possible to understand the idea of the postwar house without the 
unique political, economical, technological and cultural circumstances of New 
Deal, Great Depression and the America mobilization for World War II.  In this 
analysis, I follow the arguments set out in the research by Donald Ahlbrecht 
“World War II and the American Dream” (1995), which was also an exhibition at 
the National Building Museum in Washington the same year. Whilst this 
publication demonstrates very well the evolution of American modernism in 
relationship to the political and technological improvements of the World War II, 
it focuses in its analysis mainly on East coast developments. The link to the 
modern California house has not been made. 
The second thesis of this dissertation is to demonstrate that Raphael 
Soriano was the pioneer of the California steel house. Whilst his 1950 Case 
Study House has been always part of the recent publications, his own body of 
work has been completely overlooked in the current debate.  
The third thesis is to demonstrate, that Soriano is the missing link between 
the early modern movements in California, with its main architects Rudolf 
Schindler and Richard Neutra, and the postwar generation, which became 
famous through the steel houses, like Pierre Koenig and Craig Ellwood. This 
link has not been made in the recent literature either. 
This dissertation is the first all-embracing historical and architectural 
analysis on Raphael Soriano’s work. Even though Raphael Soriano was a well 
know architect during the height of his career, and his built projects were 
published in numerous architectural magazines (see bibliography), especially 
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his 1950 Case Study House, he had disappeared into oblivion since the mid 
Sixties, and he died in 1988, just at the moment, when the renewed interest in 
Midcentury Modernism started.  
Following three sources attempted a first historical analysis of his built 
work just before his death in 1988. They provided a valuable start of my 
dissertation: 
 
a) The unpublished master thesis “The Domestic Architecture of 
Raphael S. Soriano” submitted by Keith Charles Simmons in 1980 to 
the University of California, Riverside. 
 
This master thesis is made up of four chapters: The education of 
Raphael Soriano, The early work, Period of transition 1940-1945, and 
Soriano’s mature work. The thesis stops with Soriano’s Colby 
Apartments in 1953, and does only take a look at Soriano’s domestic 
architecture.  It does not yet provide a complete view on Soriano’s work, 
nor does it attempt to put Soriano’s work in to the context of the 30 years 
of California midcentury modernization. 
 
 
b) The essay by Esther McCoy in her 1984 book on Los Angeles architects, 
entitled: “The Second Generation”. 
 
The term “The Second Generation” was created by architectural historian 
Esther Mc Coy to describe the generation of architects working before 
and after World War II in Los Angeles. They stand between Rudolf 
Schindler and Richard Neutra (First Generation) and Pierre Koenig and 
Craig Ellwood (Third Generation). Members of this “Second Generation” 
were Raphael Soriano, Harwell Harris, J.R. Davidson and Thornton 
Abbell, amongst others. In regards to the Soriano essay, it is written in a 
journalistic style, and includes a number of mistakes. 
 
c) The unpublished oral history “Substance and Function in 
Architecture” conducted by the Oral History Programs, University of 
California, Los Angeles (UCLA) in 1985. 
 
The Oral History Program is an iniative of the University of California, Los 
Angeles (UCLA). Purpose is to document the cultural heritage of 
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Southern California by interviewing people which made a significant 
contribution to Southern California’s culture. Soriano was interviewed by 
Marlene Lasky. It was a three day interview about Soriano’s life and 
work, held at Soriano’s studio in Tiburon in Northern California. The 
complete written transcripts of the interview are available for research 
purposes. It was a critical resource to me, since Soriano’s answers were 
not edited and gave an excellent insight in his personal thought process. 
 
All material of Soriano’s unbuilt project and theoretical work after 1960 - the 
systematization of his lifetime achievements - have never been published or 
explored before. 
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Part 1: THE AMERICAN DREAM OF THE POSTWAR HOUSE 
 
1. The Idea 
By 1950, the year Raphael Soriano broke new ground with three pivotal 
steel houses in Los Angeles, the peacetime conversion of America’s wartime 
industrial machine was well under way. As big industry focused on domestic 
needs, home-building was transformed into the major post–World War II 
business. At their peak during the 1950ies, the number of subdivisions and 
houses grew at a rate of 50 percent annually, with more than one million new 
homes added each year7. The postwar dream house was also integral to the 
country’s psyche; it was envisioned as the hard-earned reward for years of 
collective sacrifice, and it was to be the embodiment of individual freedom, 
happiness, and prosperity.8   
 
        
Figure 3 - Advertisement, Better Living, 1943 (left) 
 Figure 4 - Advertisement, General Electric, 1943 (right) 
  
                                            
7 American Housing Survey. U.S. Census Bureau, Washington D.C., 2002 
8 For related arguments see: Donald Ahlbrecht. World War II and the American Dream. MIT 
Press, Cambridge, London. 1995.  
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At midcentury, the United States had weathered the enormous double 
hardship of Great Depression and global war by avoiding a totalitarian 
temptation9. America had presented the democratic answer to the cruelties of 
Soviet Russia, Nazi Germany, and military Japan. The risk that Roosevelt 
accepted in 1933, when he became president of the United States, was won. A 
democracy could rescue itself from a disaster by its own efforts, while keeping 
its free institutions safe and sound. When Roosevelt took office, he found an 
isolated nation in a hopeless state of emergency and left it as a self-confident, 
globally dominating world power. 1945, the year Roosevelt died, America had 
created a prosperous market economy, which produced 50 percent of the 
world’s wealth, and a modern state, that had become “the biggest employer, the 
biggest investor, the biggest debtor, and the dominant player in the economy.”10  
Roosevelt’s vision combined the principles of an open free-market economy 
with the concept of a balancing social state. This cooperation created a 
democratic coalition that dominated American politics for 30 years, spanning the 
1930ies to the 1950ies. It was accomplished with a nation-wide consensus that 
supported both the global military leadership as well as the public responsibility 
for welfare of its citizen. These thirty years of midcentury modernization were 
the political and economical framework, which formed an entire generation’s 
dream for a better postwar world to come. 
Owning a house had long been the core of the American Dream. Until 
World War II, however, it had remained exactly that—a dream. Through the 
1920s, only one-third of American families had their own home. During the 
Great Depression, home ownership fell by half. More than a thousand 
mortgages were foreclosed every day.11 As the result of Roosevelt’s reforms 
and the global war effort, the number of home-owning families in the United 
States jumped to 40 percent between 1940 and 1947, to total over 50 percent 
by midcentury. During the postwar boom, that majority eventually included two-
thirds of all American families.12 
                                            
9 I followed the historical analysis of Roosevelt in: Martin Walker. Makers of the American 
Century. London 2001. pp.160-175. 
10 Martin Walker. Makers of the American Century. London 2001. p171.8 
11 Spiro Kostof. America by design. New York, 1987. pp. 55-61 
12 Spiro Kostof. America by design. New York, 1987. pp. 55-61 
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While the private enterprise was limited in what it could build during the 
depression and the war years, there were no restrictions on what it could 
promote. A key player in the campaign for homeownership was the advertising 
industry, which fueled the optimistic belief that the public could expect a new 
age of plenty after their years of sacrifice. During the depression, the stakes of 
homeownership had expanded to include the ideals of patriotism and of 
strength in the face of adversity: “A home of your own! The dream of every true 
American!” declared the Small Homes Guide Builder Yearbook 1939, and 
continued: “Your heritage from those hardy pioneers who wrought our nation 
out of the wilderness! Yours the goal they won! And yours the obligation to 
protect that nation against alien dockers that lead to chaos. This is the 
challenge of our times—a challenge being met with the sound common sense 
of our forefathers and the determination that America shall grow by evolution 
not by revolution. In this struggle to preserve American institutions, nowhere do 
we find sturdier backing than in the stability and good citizenship of the 
homeowner. For home ownership means safety, security, peace, happiness.”13 
The focus of the advertising industry shifted in the early 1940ies from the 
promotion of patriotic duty to the pledge of postwar affluence. The events of 
World War II inspired subsequent dreams for better living through the promise 
that “After Total War can come Total Living.”14  But it was not just the 
advertising industry, which was interested in a future postwar world.  With 
remarkable foresight, federal government and private industry had already 
called attention to the difficulties of turning a wartime economy back to peace.15 
The National Association of Manufacturers’ 1942 report, “Jobs — Freedom — 
Opportunity in the Postwar Years,” was the first in a series of annual 
recommendations to President Roosevelt for dealing with what came to be 
known as reconversions. “If we can so speedily and effectively mobilize our 
resources for such an immense war production,” the report read, “can we not 
                                            
13 Small Homes Guide Builder Yearbook, 1938-1939. Quoted in: Easterling, Keller. Organization 
Space. MIT Press, Cambridge, London, 1999. 
14 Donald Ahlbrecht. World War II and the American Dream. MIT Press, Cambridge, London. 
1995.  
15 Robert Friedel. Scarcity and Promise: Materials and American Domestic Culture During World 
War II. In: Donald Ahlbrecht. World War II and the American dream. MIT Press, Cambridge, 
London. 1995. p.77. 
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with equal effectiveness, from both the technical and organizational viewpoints, 
mobilize our economic resources for peacetime consumption?”16 
The leading architecture magazines quickly picked up on the challenge 
of reconversion of industry after the war. In September 1942, Architectural 
Forum announced a national competition for “The New House 194X.” 
(Complete Works 29). The invitation for the designers of the New House 194X 
was partly patriotic duty, partly promotion of wartime technology: “It is 
everywhere recognized that the end of the war will bring about vast changes in 
our everyday lives. These changes will affect habits of consumption and 
methods of production, and inevitably will be reflected in the physical form of the 
world in which we live — and which it is the business of designers to mold.”17 
The editors of Architectural Forum added:  “The small house is the common 
denominator of interest for professionals and laymen alike. In a good many 
ways, it sums up what we are fighting for. The dream of a small house to come, 
if worked out with a real appreciation of what the war is about, and what the 
peace potential is, can be potent propaganda for our side…how can the House 
of 194X be made the most-wanted commodity in the competitive postwar 
market place?”18  John Entenza’s Arts & Architecture magazine followed with a 
“Postwar House” competition in January 1943 (Complete Works 30). The 
promise for architectural modernization climaxed with Arts & Architecture’s 
announcement of the seminal Case Study House program in 1945, for which 
John Entenza set out the objectives as following: “In terms of post-war housing, 
(there) is nothing but speculation in the form of talk and realms of paper. It 
occurs to us that it might be a good idea to get down to cases and at least make 
a beginning in gathering that mass of material that must eventually result in 
what we know as ‘house—post war.’”19 (Complete Works 67). 
The two foundations for the architectural Midcentury Modernism were 
clearly defined in these competitions and case studies.  One underpinning was 
the strong social conscience, which was a reflection of the egalitarian idealism 
and purism of the Depression years and Roosevelt’s New Deal reforms, with its 
                                            
16 Robert R. Nathan. Mobilizing for Abundance. New York, 1944, p. 10  
17 Architectural Forum. September 1942. p.65. 
18 Architectural Forum. September 1942. p.65.  
19 Arts & Architecture (January 1945), p.37 
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efforts to create affordable houses for everybody. The second basis was the 
promise that effective wartime technologies and organizational structures 
should lead to a gigantic peacetime conversion and would create successful 
postwar living. 
 
 
2. New Deal Reforms 
Immediately after his inauguration in 1933, Franklin Roosevelt introduced 
a wide variety of reform programs collectively known as the New Deal. His aim 
was to counteract the effects of the Great Depression by providing new work 
opportunities for thousands of people. Major infrastructure projects such as the 
expansion of the highway system and massive regional planning projects by the 
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) defined one end of the spectrum, while state-
funded construction projects, including many public housing schemes, defined 
the other. The Roosevelt administration took on providing affordable housing as 
one of its pivotal social responsibilities. These public works were managed and 
executed by new agencies, which included the Public Works Administration 
(PWA) and the Work Projects Administration (WPA), both founded in 1934.  
Until the early 1930s, the American government rarely subsidized 
housing. Contrary to the social modernizations of the preceding decade in 
Europe and Russia, where public housing was regarded as a key economic 
device as well as a symbol of communal reform, subsidized homes were 
vehemently opposed by the American public. While during the 1920ies and 
1930ies, the Europeans and Russians hoped to work and live collectively, the 
American Dream remained to work collectively and live individually. The 
European social democratic or socialist state became a patron of architecture, 
responding to social issues with inexpensive mass housing and communal 
ways of living, such as the 1925 workers’ houses in Amsterdam, the 1927 
Weissenhofsiedlung in Stuttgart, the “Grosssiedlungen” in Berlin, the “Neue 
Frankfurt” Siedlungen, or the 1930 Werkbundsiedlung in Vienna.  Roosevelt’s 
administration favored social and economic adjustments that empowered 
private enterprise to execute the systems, which the federal government put in 
place. The government remained in the background, providing official 
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recognition, federal research, strategic planning, insurance and know-how, but 
hardly declared direct authorship.   Despite the development of modern city 
planning towards communal planning, the American legislation supported 
individual homeownership.20 The era’s National Housing Act (NHA) and Federal 
Housing Administration (FHA) were designed to make the single-family house 
available to the general public. In regards to planning, technical bulletins 
outlining design guidelines were influential in shaping floorplan layouts, ceiling 
heights and spatial parameters of single-family houses during the early years of 
the FHA. The technical specifications and design choices one could make in a 
FHA supported home, were uniform and allowed little opportunity for personal 
articulation. 
 
 
 
Figure 5 – U.S. Housing Production 1920 - 1950 
 
The New Deal reformers achieved their goals through three approaches. 
The first was to integrate housing demands into a single national market. 
Second, the real estate industry was mobilized through a financial 
reorganization. Shortly after Roosevelt took office, he saved thousands of 
families from eviction because the newly established Home Owners’ Loan 
Corporation gave federal guarantee to mortgages. Roosevelt deployed the 
financial power of the federal government to influence lenders that it was secure 
to loan, and to convince private investors that it was safe to hand their money 
                                            
20 See: Keller Easterling. Organization space. MIT Press, Cambridge, London, 1999. pp. 130-
195. 
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over to the banks. The FHA promoted long-term loans with low interest rates 
and no tax on mortgages. It also cooperated with the Veterans’ Administration 
(VA), after the approval of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, to 
guarantee mortgages for G.I.s returning from the war. Finally, the 1946 
Veterans’ Emergency Housing Act approved cooperation between FHA and VA. 
These economic adjustments were the foundation of an unprecedented 
government commitment to private homeownership.  
Third, the federal government supported the modernization of the 
building industry to increase construction speed and lower costs. The objective 
was to create affordable single-family homes for the emerging middle-class. 
The strategic goal for the home-building industry was to balance the need for 
high-volume production with a decentralized, fragmented, low-tech industry that 
still relied on traditional, nineteenth century structural systems like the balloon 
frame. Many in the industry believed that the mass-produced house, fabricated 
with the rigor of the assembly line, was the solution. Complete houses, or at 
least sections of them, should be industrially prefabricated.21 However, it took 
until the late 1930s for the mechanization of the balloon-frame process to begin, 
and larger scale prefabricated building components, such as roof trusses or wall 
systems, were manufactured. Then, standard dimensions and the practice of 
pre-cutting construction established materials nationally to regulate the 
industry’s manufacturing, assembly, and transportation procedures. A basic 
form was agreed upon and distilled into a simple and repeatable 4-foot by 8-foot 
construction module, which produced 8-foot ceiling heights and 12-foot sections 
for millions of homes to come. By the beginning of World War II, this was one of 
the few aspects of the home-building industry that had been decided upon—a 
sharp contrast to integrated and complex industries such as aerospace and 
automobile manufacturing.  
                                            
21 See: Peter G. Rowe. Making a Middle Landscape. MIT Press, Cambridge, London, 1991. pp. 
67-107. 
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Figure 6 - Hundred Year House Competition, First Prize Design, Los Angeles 1934 
 
 
THE AMERICAN DREAM OF THE POSTWAR HOUSE 22
This was a challenge for the forward thinking designers, architects and 
builders, which took the wartime persuasion for a modern postwar living 
seriously. Their work became even more difficult because after January 1942 all 
construction materials had to be conserved for the war effort. The War Powers 
Act authorized the War Production Board (WPB) to take control of the economy, 
and to reallocate material, production, consumption, and research. The WPB 
limitation order L–41 from April 1942 restricted private and commercial building 
constructions, which now needed a special permit when the capital investment 
exceeded $500 for residential and $5,000 for commercial projects.22 Advanced 
materials such as aluminum, plastics, copper, and other metals had been 
restricted in 1941, before the WPB was in place. This posed a dilemma for 
architects and the building industry, which wanted to evolve, yet did not have 
the materials available to modernize. Timber was the main material available; 
so several forms of engineered wood were developed, including systems to 
replace metal construction and new forms of plywood. 
 
 
3. Peacetime Reconversions 
Roosevelt’s decision to escalate to total war after Pearl Harbor 
challenged the American economy on an unprecedented scale. The period from 
1940 to 1944 marked the largest Gross Domestic Product (GDP) increase in the 
American history, averaging 15 percent annually.23 The mobilization to total war 
altered the American physical and cultural landscape fundamentally. First of all, 
it changed the relationship of the general public to the federal government. And 
the new test of global responsibility destroyed the American innocence of 
isolationism. It also impacted the dreams of everyday life. The war years 
reshaped the domestic culture that both mirrored and transformed the most 
                                            
22 See: Robert Friedel. Scarcity and Promise: Materials and American Domestic Culture During 
World War II. In: Donald Ahlbrecht. World War II and the American dream. MIT Press, 
Cambridge, London. 1995. p.51. 
23 Rana. K. Williamson. American History. London 1999, p. 187. 
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basic human desire – to be at home, to feel well being, and to experience a 
measure of safety.24 
 
 
Figure 7 – Mobilization of the American War Machine 1940-1945 
 
Having fought for democracy, global peace, and a free world, the 
veterans returned by the millions—all from a similar age group, within a similar 
financial bracket, and equipped with easy financing through FHA/VA loans. 
They had returned home to claim the promise made to them—a postwar house 
to call their own. Land was still seemingly infinite and it was affordable. Wilson 
Wyatt, FHA/VA Housing Expeditor, reported in February 1946 to Harry Truman, 
who became President of the United States on Roosevelt’s death a year earlier: 
“In the past five weeks, I have met with more than thirty groups from industry, 
labor, veterans, and government. I have listened closely to their 
recommendations; and I have examined the principal available data. Two 
sobering facts emerge from this study in bold relief. First, there is an urgent 
need for some 3 million moderately and low-priced homes and apartments 
during the next two years. Second, we can meet this need only by bringing to 
bear the same daring, determined and hard hitting team work with which we 
tackled the emergency job of building the world’s most powerful war machine 
                                            
24 Robert Friedel. Scarcity and Promise: Materials and American Domestic Culture During World 
War II. In: Donald Ahlbrecht. World War II and the American dream. MIT Press, Cambridge, 
London. 1995. p.45. 
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four years ago.“25 Wilson Wyatt, who compared the postwar goal with President 
Roosevelt’s 50.000 aircraft program of pre-Pearl Harbor, underlined his wartime 
approach. The program had been an attempt to use the imperatives of the war 
to accomplish the most important peacetime job through a system of 
government controls that operated at the very heart of the economy.  At first it 
seemed that the war had definitely and finally released prefabricated housing 
from its imprisonment in the Dreamworld. Between Pearl Harbor and Hiroshima 
almost 120.000 prefabricated houses came of U.S. assembly lines – one fourth 
of all the houses built during the war.26 Then, after the war, the industrialized 
housing unit was made one of the cornerstones for the two-year Veterans 
Emergency Housing Program - with 250.000 units scheduled for 1946 and 
600.000 more for 194727. There was good reason to believe that an actual 
revolution in the housing field had set in motion.  
 
 
Figure 8 - Advertisement, Better Living, 1943 
 
                                            
25 Wilson Wyatt. A Report to the President for the Housing Expediter. Washington D.C. U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 2 February 1946. Quoted in: Easterling, Keller. Organization 
Space. MIT Press, Cambridge, London, 1999. 
26 Fortune, May 1947, “What happened to the Dreamworld?” p.92. 
27 Fortune, May 1947, “What happened to the Dreamworld?” p.92. 
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Military techniques for streamlining the construction of barrack-like 
housing were translated directly into private-sector buildings by former war 
contractors such as Levitt and Sons, Inc., in the Northeast, and Kaiser and 
Joseph Eichler on the West Coast. The wartime methods of prefabrication let 
these and other builders erect millions of tract homes. In 1947, Levitt and Sons 
broke ground for the first Levittown, in Hicksville, Long Island, which was soon 
followed by Levittown in Bucks County, Pennsylvania. The Levitts built 
thousands of identical “Cape Cod”–style, four-and-a-half room cottages. Each 
house occupied only twelve percent of the standard 60-by-100 foot lot. The 
houses’ prefabricated components were transported to the site on trucks and 
put up in rows in an efficient process that resembled an assembly line. The 
Levitts could put up houses at the rate of about 150 per week.  
The most prominent similar development on the West Coast was Joseph 
Eichler Homes in the San Francisco Bay Area. In contrast to the repetitive, 
traditional style Levitt houses, Eichler based his buildings on the principles of 
modern architecture. Balancing comfort with economy, he worked with semi-
prefabricated wood construction systems that offered built-in flexibility, giving 
freedom for individual designs. While other developers saved themselves the 
expense of employing an architect, Eichler believed that the improvement in 
design a professional architect could offer would translate into added profit. 
Furthermore the associated costs would easily be recouped by the ability to 
replicate the design in a multiplicity of houses.  
During the postwar building boom as a whole, builders on the East Coast 
continued to work with traditional styles while the West Coast experimented 
more freely with houses that had a twentieth-century typology, such as the 
bungalow, ranch, or contemporary house. But common to all of these types was 
that they worked with either platform framing or semi-prefabricated wood 
constructions. Although peacetime conversion had quickly ushered in military-
style construction management and organization practices, it was only in the 
1950s that the massive surplus of steel and other new materials, such as float 
glass, aluminum, and plexiglas, became available for architects and the 
construction industry. 
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In 1950, there were no more than a few examples of modern houses. 
And while the tract homes of the building boom could qualify as examples of 
modernized management practices, they were not true examples of the 
promised postwar Dreamworld. The millions of houses built since World War II 
provided simple shelter. They were planned and design with a “cookie cutter” 
approach, which created monotonous conformity, poorly planned, often too 
small for the families that occupied them.  They did not resemble the cultural 
ambition, which drove the postwar dream for well-designed, affordable houses 
for the masses and the use of new materials and industrialized construction 
methods. 
Through the unprecedented postwar prosperity, the prewar social 
structure of the masses grew into an prosperous middle-class. The postwar 
domestic environment was transformed by affluent everyday needs, such as 
informal and casual living, the disappearance of domestic help, the 
consideration of children’s needs during the baby boom, shorter working days, 
more leisure time at home, and the increasing quantity of material belongings of 
the average family.  Comfort and well-being had to be addressed through the 
importance of daylight, sunshine and outdoor living, and through the increased 
need for quiet and privacy. Technological innovation played a vital role through 
the impact of electricity and mechanization, reduced construction costs, and the 
use of construction techniques and materials developed during the last fifty 
years. And the automobile and the role it played in daily life had to be 
addressed. 
The wartime promise of a modern domestic environment had been 
implanted into the American mind, housing demand was created by the return 
of the American soldiers, and the brief for modern living was set. The 
architectural solution to these postwar needs emerged in its purest and most 
influential form in Southern California, with Soriano pivotal to its advancement.  
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Figure 9 - Tract Homes, Lakewood, Los Angeles, 1947 
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4. Cultural Context of Southern California 
California quickly emerged as the symbol of America’s postwar recovery. 
Propelled by its own vast aircraft industry, shipyards, automobile manufacturing 
plants, and agriculture, it experienced the most notable changes in the physical 
and cultural landscape of any region in America. From 1940 to 1947, the state’s 
population increased by nearly 40 percent. Over 500,000 people migrated to 
Greater Los Angeles alone between 1940 and 1944.28 This exodus from other 
regions in favor of Southern California altered America’s regional political 
balance, giving the West Coast a new prestige and power. By 1962, the year in 
which it overtook New York as the most populous state in the nation29, 
California had grown to be the focal point of many of the nation’s burning 
issues.  
 
Figure 10 –Colonial Housing Influences, North America 1725 
 
Four distinct cultural and historical influences came together to make 
Southern California the birthplace of the modern postwar house:30 the Spanish-
Colonial ideal of comfortable and convenient living, the Anglo-Saxon “Go West” 
pragmatism, the elegance and discipline of the Japanese house, and the social 
and technological innovations of the European émigrés before 1933. The dream 
house that had stirred the wartime imagination was not simply a house, but a 
house in a garden that still had easy access to all conveniences of a city.  
                                            
28 Donald Ahlbrecht. World War II and the American Dream. MIT Press, Cambridge, London. 
1995. p.XXII. 
29 Louise Bostock Lang. California. London 1997. p.52 
30 Esther McCoy coined this phrase. See: McCoy, Esther. Modern California House. Los 
Angeles 1962. In its 1980 reprint, the title was change to Case Study House Program. 
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 4.1 Spanish Colonization 
This ideal prototype derived in part from California’s atypical past as one 
of the few American states that had been colonized by the Spanish. California’s 
image as a domesticated Eden could be dated back to the early sixteenth 
century, when emissaries of the Spanish crown in search of gold and 
exploitable resources explored the region and found a “land near to terrestrial 
paradise”.31  Spain launched a colonial campaign in 1769, out of fear of Russian 
and English invasions from the North.  When the settlers began to colonize the 
land, they were confronted with the semi-nomadic lifestyle of the Native 
Americans.  One of the hindrances to overcome to build New Spain in California 
was the lack of a masonry building construction tradition. The typical shelter 
constructed by the Southern California Indians was a “floating roof” made of 
reed frames covered with grass and brush and erected without any tools.  This 
simple construction was all that was needed to control the Southern California 
climate, and it could easily burned down and replaced if needed.  The 
resemblance to the simplicity in structure and climate control of the postwar 
steel house is striking. 
 
 
Figure 11 - Indian Shelter in Southern California, approximately 1750 
 
The same can be said in regards to the early examples of a California 
vernacular, the three types of institutions enforced by the Spanish settlers - 
Catholic missions (churches), presidios (forts), and pueblos (towns). In their 
adaptability to climate, simplicity of design and construction, their adaptations to 
scarcity of materials, and their reliance on interior living related to the outdoors, 
                                            
31 See for detailed description: Graci Ordonez de Montalvo. The adventures of Espladin. Seville, 
1510. Quoted in: Sally B. Woodbridge. California Architecture. San Francisco.1988. 
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the early adobe architecture of California was remarkably similar to the modern 
postwar California house.32 Pictures of the early-nineteenth-century Los 
Angeles pueblo depict straightforward adobe structures—one- and two-story 
buildings with flat roofs, wrapped with wooden verandas, porticos and exterior 
circulation, which responded to the arid topography between the Pacific 
shoreline around Los Angeles and the great American desert. The typical 
floorplan of the Spanish-Colonial houses was well adapted to the simple and 
hospitable life of the times and formed around a patio. The building orientation 
responded to the sun, patios and courtyards were used as much for living as 
the house itself, and the verandas and exterior stairs wrapping around the patio 
were used for circulation, avoiding inefficient circulation spaces on the interior. 
Since labor and dirt were plentiful, sun dried adobe bricks were the main 
building material. To create a well-tempered interior environment, the thick 
walled adobe structures functioned also as the thermal mass, shaded by the 
wide wooden verandas.33  
 
                                            
32 This reference was brought to my attention by Pierre Koenig. Personal Interview 1998. 
33 See: Donald R. Hannaford and Revel Edwards. Spanish Colonial or Adobe Architecture of 
California. Stamford 1931. 
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Figure 12 - Los Angeles Pueblo, 1857 
4.2 Anglo-Saxon Expansion 
When the expanding national railroad system made California accessible 
to the East Coast in the mid-nineteenth century, following California’s surrender 
to the union as the 31st state in 1850 after the end of the Mexican war, the 
region began to be promoted as the “Garden of America” – with benign climate, 
lush vegetation, plentiful space, and spectacular landscape. The Eastern 
pioneers who crossed the Great Plains, which lacked almost all supplies and 
resources, found a cultivated, well-tempered environment on the Pacific coast. 
The Western migration of the nineteenth century brought Anglo-Saxon 
pragmatism to California, along with an improvised, no-nonsense approach to 
building construction. By 1860, adobe structures were discarded as provincial 
and replaced mainly with Midwestern-style balloon frame buildings, which were 
first introduced to San Francisco through Anglo-Saxon ship carpenters. The 
San Francisco bay was the natural entry point for precut wood frames, arriving 
mostly from the East Coast, but also from Australia, England and China. 
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The balloon frame, which emerged around 1830 in Chicago, was a major 
breakthrough for American construction. It was fast to erect, cheap, and 
required marginal skills from those who assembled it. It was one of the first 
industrialized building systems comprised out of precut 2-inch by 4-inch wooden 
studs, which could with no trouble be shipped from the sawmill to any 
construction site, as well as affordable, mass-produced nails.  Another change 
through industrialization, which took place around the same time, was the 
mechanization of fittings and appliances, which improved individual comfort.34 
Throughout the westward movement, the American way of life was considered 
to be temporary. Quickly and cheaply built houses allowed for easy alterations, 
dismantling, and transportation, resulting in an architectural expression of 
impermanence and improvisation. The pragmatic way steel was used and 
detailed in the modern California house was similar to how wood was used in 
balloon frame construction. And as much as the balloon frame was perceived 
as too light by the mid-nineteenth century, mid-twentieth century steel 
constructions were even lighter—and this again challenged the tactile and 
symbolic preconceptions of an American house.  
 
     
Figure 13 – Pacific Railway Bridge, 1875 (left)                 
Figure 14 - Balloon Frame, 1859 (right) 
 
 
                                            
34 See for the history of the American house: Spiro Kostof. America by design. New York, 1987. 
pp. 55-61 
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4.3 Opening of Japan 
The Japanese Influence on American Architecture has been analyzed in 
the 1963 publication by Clay Lancaster “The Japanese Influence in America”. I 
follow Lancaster’s research and simply focus on the key arguments as they 
relate to the evolution of Raphael Soriano’s work.35 
  The Anglo-Saxon transformation of California that occurred during the 
late-nineteenth century also imported the architectural styles of the American 
Beaux-Arts. The nationwide dominance of the Beaux-Arts movement following 
the 1893 Columbian World’s Exhibition in Chicago stunted the evolution of an 
original contemporary American architecture that had just started to develop 
with the Prairie School in Chicago. One official exhibit, however, stood out at 
the exhibition and was perceived as something new and different—the 
reconstruction of a traditional Japanese Buddhist temple and teahouse of the 
Fujiwara period. This ensemble caught the eyes of the American reform 
movement because the light wood constructions offered an alternative to the 
static templates of the Beaux-Arts establishment. The elegance and integrity of 
the Japanese house was an architectural inspiration, and it marked a cultural 
shift toward the West Coast. Japanese culture and architecture had until then 
been almost entirely unknown to the outside world due to the political and 
economical isolation of Japan. As its economic and political relationships 
expanded, following Russian and American pressure to open its harbors and to 
sign the 1854 trade agreement of Kanagawa, Japanese culture became well-
known and fashionable at the turn of the twentieth century, and geographically, 
the West Coast was its natural point of entry.  
Japanese architecture was perceived as human, accessible, and too 
sophisticated to be merely another vernacular, exotic, or regional style. More 
important for California, it was an architectural tradition from another 
earthquake-prone region of the Pacific Rim, with a more than one thousand 
year old architectural tradition.  “The problems of topography and the climate 
conditions of both California and Japan are very much the same, thus it seems 
quite logical that there shall be similar architectural conclusions and borrowing 
of ideas of design and material. The Japanese have been designing for these 
                                            
35 See: Lancaster, Clay. The Japanese Influence in America. (1963). 
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conditions for so long a time that they have reached many admirable solutions 
which are easily adaptable to our local conditions.”36 Light construction, use of 
wood for modular construction, exposed structural elements, standardization of 
size, simple and natural materials, built-in furniture, lack of solid walls, flexibility 
through sliding screens, integration of landscape, house and views, and a 
continuous inside-outside space all became features of the modern California 
house. Pasadena, just north of Los Angeles, became the West Coast center of 
Japanese influence. Promoted by the Arts and Crafts Movement, Pasadena 
houses became synonymous with a simpler, freer, and more comfortable way of 
living, epitomized by Charles Sumner and Henry Mather Greene’s 1904 Gamble 
House. 
 
 
Figure 15 - Gamble House, Pasadena, 1904 
 
 
4.4 European Émigrés before 1933 
The fourth major cultural influence in California was that of the European 
émigrés, who had arrived in Los Angeles before 1933. Richard Neutra and 
Rudolph Schindler were the most prominent representatives of this group, and 
were known mainly through Schindler’s 1922 Kings Road House, which 
experimented with concrete and wood, and Neutra’s 1929 Lovell Health House, 
which was the first experiment with a domestic steel construction. Kem Weber, 
J.R. Davidson, Paul Laszlo and later Albert Frey were also part of this European 
wave; they were all educated in Europe and had had their first professional 
experiences in the midst of the 1915-1929 “Heroic Period of Modern 
                                            
36 Lancaster, Clay. The Japanese Influence in America. (1963), p.185-186. 
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Architecture”37 just before and after World War I. They migrated to Southern 
California fascinated by the modernization of America, where they anticipated 
more freedom to realize their visions. These immigrants brought with them the 
ideas of 1920s European Functionalism, which were characterized in the U.S. 
as International Style - most importantly an open-mindedness toward social and 
technological change in architecture. They arrived in America with a strong 
confidence in man and the urge for a new physical environment, new cities, new 
buildings, new equipment and, above all, a new relationship between man and 
nature.  When The Museum of Modern Art’s 1932 exhibition “International Style” 
was installed in Bullocks flagship department store on Wilshire Boulevard in Los 
Angeles in July of the same year, it exposed these new European design ideas 
and realized buildings to a wide California audience for the first time.38 
 
 
Figure 16 – Rudolf Schindler, King Road House, West Hollywood, 1924 
 
                                            
37 See: Alison and Peter Smithson.The Heroic Period of Modern Architecture. (1981). 
38 For a discussion of the contribution of the European Émigrés see: Reyner Banham. Los 
Angeles – The Architecture of Four Ecologies. 1971. 
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The fusion of these cultural ideas created a distinctive type of 
architecture, fulfilled through the consequent use of building technology at hand 
and in response to the needs and dreams of the postwar middle class.
 
 
5. Typology of the Modern California House 
The turn of the twentieth century marked a cultural divide in domestic 
American life. For the first time, more than 50 percent of Americans were urban 
dwellers. 39  Domestic electrification was in full swing, the social transformations 
toward the nuclear family had stabilized, and cities decentralized following 
improvement and expansion of public transport and the advent of the 
automobile40. All of these factors helped to establish the automobile-dependent 
suburb as early as the 1930s, a development pattern that would become 
postwar sprawl. In the 1950s another demographic milestone was reached—
America became primarily a nation of suburban residents. This development 
marked America’s remarkable accomplishment in being the first nation to 
generate a middle class, which could afford to own land without having to farm 
it.  This erased the clear distinction between city and country, creating a “middle 
landscape” 41 of suburban development. The freestanding, single-family house 
was the most common characteristic of the American middle landscape. More 
than any other American metropolis, it dominated the environment of Los 
Angeles.  By 1930, single-family residences comprised 93 percent of L.A.’s 
residential buildings, almost twice that of Chicago42.  In the first half of the 20th 
century, the size and style of the typical American house changed, too. An 
average new American house in 1900 was 700 to 1200 square feet in two 
stories with two or three bedrooms and one or no bathroom.  By 1950, the 
typical house had two bedrooms and one bathroom in a one-story plan of 1000 
                                            
39 For a detailed history see: Peter G. Rowe. Making a middle landscape. 1991. Territorial 
Transformations. pp. 3-6. 
40 I followed the analysis of Peter G. Rowe. Making a middle Landscape. Cambridge 1991. pp. 
64-108. 
41 Peter G. Rowe created this term. Making a middle landscape. 1991.  
42 Richard Longstreth. City Center to Regional Mall. Cambridge. 1997. pp. 9-10. 
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square feet.43 This one-story section is what characterized the postwar 
California whether it was a Ranch, Bungalow or Midcentury Modern type. 
 
Figure 17 - Case Study House 18, Craig Ellwood, 1955 
 
The evolution of twentieth-century American domestic architecture 
developed around different notions of the role of the open plan and the 
relationship to nature, and their meaning in the symbolic and physical well being 
of the house’s inhabitants. The house, which sheltered since the turn of the 20th 
century a new and modern lifestyle, should be a contemporary solution with 
integrity throughout.  Whether it was Frank Lloyd Wright’s influence of an 
“Organic Architecture” before World War I or the functionalism of the 
International Style during the Great Depression, the search for a modern 
American domestic environment was a continuous clash between the 
regionalism of “the Organic” and the abstractions of “the Machine”.  The 
postwar response of California, especially the postwar houses of Richard 
Neutra and the pioneering steel houses of Raphael Soriano, Craig Ellwood, and 
Pierre Koenig showed that it was possible to be both – regional and abstract. 
These houses were technologically advanced, at the same time local, without 
being folkloristic, figurative, or vernacular. Walls disappeared, exterior walls 
were made out of glass, screens and other lightweight materials, and nature 
functioned as a backdrop for the interior domestic environment. Trees were 
used as an external layer around the building to break up the rigidity of the 
house’s rational lines and to create the feeling of comfort and well being in the 
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domesticated Eden. Ideally the landscape was brought into the house with 
water, rocks, and a continuous floor. Frameless glass against rocks or 
extending into water was the ultimate naturalism of the postwar California 
house.   
 
Figure 18 - Eichler Home X-100, Palo Alto, 1955 
 
The modern postwar California house was situated in the fuzzy physical 
context of the middle landscape.  It’s spatial arrangement, site layout and 
landscaping, the accommodation of the automobile, and building construction 
and materials likewise promoted the idea of dissolving boundaries.44 A new, 
ambiguous domestic environment arose that integrated space, landscape, and 
technological infrastructure into one seamless whole. The house became an 
adaptable “stage” for individual lifestyles within the spatial continuum of a 
domesticated Eden. It expressed the spirit of optimism and opportunities of a 
modern, comfortable, and mobile life.  It also provided for the evolving cultural 
needs of personal health, physical exercise, and psychological regeneration.  
                                            
44 For the typological classification, I follow the research method established by Peter G. Rowe 
in “Making a middle Landscape”. Cambridge 1991. 
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Pierre Koenig described the typological changes in the floorplan 
configuration of the modern California house, which happened during the 
postwar years: 
“As outdoor living became more important, we felt that houses should 
reflect this. Outdoor space became a continuation of indoor space; buildings 
moved down to the slab-level so that the outside could continue the inside. 
Glass was used to extend indoor space visually. Kitchens were turned around 
so that meals could be served directly from the kitchen to the outdoors. The 
garage went to the front of the house and carports were introduced. Open-
planning allowed interaction between the family at the highest level, especially 
during meal times. Eating, playing, and homework were done in one space 
rather than individual rooms. Architecture was a social study then much more 
than it is today. Now it is considered an art study. At that time the family was the 
paramount thing.”45  
Koenig’s description summed up the two key social transformations of 
the postwar domestic environment. The focus on the family and children’s 
needs following the baby boom, with a greater emphasis on entertainment and 
recreation; and the increasing affluence of a still homogenous generation, which 
created a casual way of everyday living that extended even into the outdoors. 
This blurred the need for a distinct segregation of public and private spaces in 
the domestic as well as in the larger suburban context. Flexible layouts were 
perceived as “a dynamic new design for living.”46 The modern postwar house 
was a single story building, which combined formal and informal spaces. 
Kitchens and dining rooms were connected, and no internal stairwells were 
breaking up the space. This stood in sharp contrast to the two mainly two story 
Victorian buildings, were life was compartmentalized - with public rooms 
downstairs and private rooms upstairs. Walls transformed into transparent, 
translucent, and solid screens, or mutated to three-dimensional storage units 
that could be placed like furniture. The only fixed elements were the wet 
services—bathrooms and kitchens—as well as the fireplace, designed as the 
rustic hearth of the house.  
                                            
45 Pierre Koenig quote in: James Steele, David Jenkins: Pierre Koenig. London 1998. p. 15. 
46 A. Quincy Jones in the explanation text of his Eichler Home X-100, 1955. 
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The automobile was integrated into the overall mass of the building 
through an open carport. The exposure of the car at the facade symbolized the 
romance with individual freedom and mobility and was one of the few means of 
expressing social status within the context of minimal buildings. Carports and 
garages were used as multipurpose spaces for recreation and leisure and were 
located adjacent to play areas. Overall, the facade to the suburban street was 
closed and exclusive, while the house opened up in its full length to the 
individual gardens. 
Another transformation affected building construction itself through 
industrial construction techniques, materials and appliances developed during 
the war years.  The surplus steel of the war effort was an ideal construction 
material, since it required minimal and pragmatic design, and it supported the 
idea of maximum transparency and lightness. Serial, mass-produced, light 
buildings provided minimum support to allow for maximal adaptability and 
freedom as well as integration into the environment. Steel’s minimum vertical 
supports required modular coordination, which set the rules for the layout 
variations, which in turn allowed individuality within standardization. However, it 
took five years after the war ended, to make steel available as an easily 
accessible building material. 
 
 
Figure 19 - Case Study House, Raphael Soriano, 1950 
 
 
6. A Different Kind of Dream 
The promised postwar utopia, however, may have been a mirage from 
the outset. “What happened to the Dreamworld?” asked Fortune magazine as 
early as February 1947. “The American, in the postwar, was going to live in a 
house built of glass, plastic, and maybe a slab or two of steel or aluminum, 
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which was bought in a department store, delivered in a van, and erected in a 
few hours.” The picture was further elaborated with radiant heating, fluorescent 
lighting, ultraviolet germ-proofing, and a host of other innovations in everything 
from cars to kitchen, home television and hosiery. In short, effort, pain, and 
death were to be eliminated from this earth—or at least from the United States. 
“The unvarnished truth,” the magazine continued, “is that there is practically no 
consumer product of any kind on today’s market, or on the production line of 
any manufacturer, that can claim clear title to a postwar birthright…The realities 
of a world in which new materials still cost much more than the old, in which 
traditional wants and values dictated not only desires but fashions, in which the 
need to clothe, feed, and shelter a torn world took precedence over fantasies of 
the future, drove both producers and consumers to make a postwar world that 
looked remarkably, at least on the surface, like the old one.”47 The article 
estimated that the industrialized housing on a sizeable scale was ten to twenty 
years away from making a real impact on American living.  The postwar housing 
program, as set out by the Truman government, collapsed in 1947 under the 
sheer weight of the scale of the undertaking due to political, economic and 
emotional reasons.  America was not at war any longer, and people did not 
behave as they were.  The Fortune writers concluded their 1947 analysis: 
“Perhaps the postwar Dreamworld was a helpful wartime opiate.”48 
A long list of practical explanations could be offered, including lukewarm 
public reception, restrictive bank and FHA regulations, the unwillingness of the 
construction industry to re-tool, failures of uncommon materials, and reluctance 
on the part of architects. Ultimately, however, the rejection of the midcentury 
dream, as embodied in the modern California house, had deeper roots. Of all 
the anticipated rewards of the new, postwar era—individual freedom, 
happiness, and prosperity, all sheltered by the federal government—economic 
wealth was indeed achieved. By the 1950s, Americans enjoyed the highest 
standard of living ever49. Yet Americans found their postwar worlds redefined by 
Cold War conditions—anticommunist hysteria, nuclear threat, a return to 
conservatism, and suspicion in anything “Un-American”—which began to turn 
                                            
47 Fortune, May 1947. “What happened to the Dreamworld?” pp. 90-93, 214-216. 
48 Fortune, May 1947, “What happened to the Dreamworld?” p.216. 
THE AMERICAN DREAM OF THE POSTWAR HOUSE 42
private happiness into collective mistrust. During Harry Truman’s presidency 
from 1945 to 1952, following Roosevelt’s death, the liberals, who had been in 
power since the New Deal in the 1930ies, were pushed aside and had to make 
room for the managers of wartime agencies. Conservatives seized the 
opportunity to start an attack of the liberal New Deal reforms. This shift paved 
the way for the rise of conservatism in postwar America defined by the Cold 
War conditions, which choked the hopeful expectations for a better postwar 
world.50  During this cultural move, the liberal postwar ideas of social, technical 
and aesthetic modernization at midcentury got caught in the Cold War 
antagonism of American opposed to Communist ideology, which effected the 
physical shape of the postwar dream, since modern architecture could not 
afford to appear to have the slightest proximity to communists ideas.51  The 
promised wartime technology transfer for architects and the construction 
industry could not really take of either, since industrial construction techniques 
and materials became rationed again due to the 1950 –1953 Korea War – just 
in the moment, that these material became available after World War II.  
Moreover, it became apparent that the American Dream belonged to a 
homogeneous, white middle class—a factor leading to the race riots and “white 
flight” of the 1960s. The social norm of the nuclear family also begun to be 
questioned, foreshadowing the social upheavals of the 1960s. It is the tragedy 
of the California houses of Midcentury Modernism that at the precise moment 
they began to materialize, the optimism for the postwar world was evaporating. 
By the late 1950s, even the promise of collective prosperity had started to 
crumble with the 1957 recession, and threatened by the increasing gap 
between rich and poor and by population growth, environmental pollution, and 
the decay of American cities. These problems were raised as early as 1957, by 
John Kenneth Galbraith in The Affluent Society, and in 1961 by Jane Jacobs in 
The Death and Life of Great American Cities. Like a ruptured balloon, the 
principles of a free market economy balanced with a social state, which created 
unprecedented technological progress and economic growth deflated within a 
                                                                                                                                
49 Rana K. Williamson. American History. London 1999 p.187. 
50 I followed the argument of: Rana Williamson. American History. London 1999. 
51 See for instance the limitation of the Case Study House program as per described in Julius 
Shulman epilogue in: Elizabeth A.T. Smith Case Study Houses. Köln. 2002. p 436. 
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short period of time—Roosevelt’s vision for a modern America shattered after 
thirty years. 
In fact, the collective soul and collective optimism of midcentury 
modernization were gone by 1961, when Progressive Architecture published 
between March and May a three-part series of articles titled The Sixties, A P/A 
Symposium On the State Of Architecture.  The three sections were titled “The 
Period of Chaoticism, New Influences on Practice, and Technological 
Freedom.” Since the profession of architecture at the time was described in 
terms of many contradicting directions, generating increasing confusion, 
Progressive Architecture’s editor Thomas Creighton concluded that the state of 
architecture could only be termed as “chaos.”52  The some 50 architects 
participating in the symposium read like the Who’s Who of the American 
profession.  Soriano was one of a few, among Josep Lluís Sert, Serge 
Chermayeff, and Mies van der Rohe, who argued vehemently against the 
period of Chaoticism. He condemned the architects for a lack of thought 
process: “If architecture appears incomprehensible, the fault must be on the 
architect’s side. He has often sacrificed validated truths to the self-gratifying 
temptation of making pictorial answers. The architect has failed to develop a 
precise instrument by which he can evaluate his tradition, in order to keep that 
which still serves society, or render obsolete that which erroneous and no 
longer serviceable.”53 Thomas Creighton declared “The Period of Chaoticism” 
as the new, self-conscious architectural direction: “The assumption that the 
second half of the 20th Century would see a consolidation of the gains from the 
early modern movements of the first half, that the benefits of rapid technological 
development would be realized, and that a maturing profession would fit itself in 
the moulds of a new type of practice seems to have dissipated into a whirlwind 
of differing attitudes.”54  The advances in technology itself were so many that 
the technological means to the architect’s approval increased to a point that 
materials and building construction seemed without restriction on architectural 
design, resulting in technological freedom and unlimited possibilities.  The 
different positions in Progressive Architecture ranged from “authentic, 
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traditional, regional, neo-, populist, theoretical, artistic, sensual, sculptural to 
ornamental.”  What they had in common was that they were all anti the cold war 
establishment, and they were all part of a search for an alternative approach to 
midcentury architectural practice.   
 
 
 
Figure 20 - Sea Ranch Condominiums, Moore Lyndon Whitaker, California, 1965 
 
The thriving postwar reality undermined the two foundations of 
Midcentury Modernism, that of social justice and technological development. 
The social question was gone due to the middle class wealth, and technology 
so advanced, that any kind of architecture seemed possible.  This vacuum of 
perplexity, however, was filled by intellectuals and not by architects. By 1966, 
when Robert Venturi published Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture, 
Aldo Rossi issued L’Architettura della citta, and Moore, Lyndon, Turnbull and 
Whitaker had completed the Sea Ranch project in Northern California, a 
different kind of dream emerged in California - a dream characterized by pre-
industrial, folksy, small town and popular American imagery. Outdoors and 
indoors needed no longer to merge, glass walls were not the only way to bring 
in light, low-tech materials were used, and modularity and serial repetition were 
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replaced with crude, apparently accidental broken lines and forms in plan and 
elevation.
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Part 2: THE EVOLUTION OF THE STEEL HOUSE 
Raphael Soriano’s pioneering work of the steel house can be systemized 
into three development periods. Each step can be identified as a coherent 
architectural solution with it’s own approach towards planning, design, 
aesthetics, building construction and material selection.  
 
· First, the ten years between 1935 and 1945 can be characterized as his 
learning years from others, with three clear steps: (1.) International Style, 
(2.) California Regionalism and (3.) War Machine.  
 
· Second, his own breakthrough with the postwar California steel house. This 
phase has three evolutionary steps: (4.) experiments in steel between 1946 
and 1950, which defined the case study style, (5.) the pivotal breakthrough 
with the Soriano frame from 1950 to 1953, and (6.) the perfecting of the 
steel house between 1954 and 1959. 
 
· Third, the decade of the 1960ies is dedicated to theoretical work, where he 
(7.) systemized his work from detail design to urban planning. 
 
 
1. Influenced by the International Style    
    (Complete Works 4 –22) 
 
Raphael Soriano set up his studio in Hollywood in 1935, at the height of 
the Great Depression. More than 300,000 people were unemployed in the Los 
Angeles region, and the economic meltdown had affected the building industry, 
too — only 1,647 houses or apartment units had been built the year before.55 
More than any other place in the United States, however, the City of Los 
Angeles, and in particular the community of Hollywood, was able to keep alive 
the middle-class dream of living in a domesticated Eden. Los Angeles and 
Hollywood also recovered earlier and with greater strength than any major city 
in the United States. The Los Angeles–based film industry actually benefited 
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from the depression, as audiences embraced motion pictures as an escape 
mechanism. 
The depression had a healthy effect on Soriano’s designs, too. Since 
space was expensive, it had to be planned and designed efficiently. Soriano’s 
rational planning and clarity, combined with his searching for logical and 
minimal building solutions, resulted in him becoming one of the purest 
International Style architects of the late 1930s.  
About the time Soriano set up his practice, economic recovery in L.A. 
was being stimulated by the growth of three major industries. The oil industry 
began to expand; Los Angeles emerged as the second-largest center of U.S. 
automobile production (after Detroit); and it became a major center of the 
aircraft industry. By 1941, the depression in Los Angeles had lifted. That year, 
the aircraft industry alone hired approximately 90,000 workers.56 Housing 
construction subsequently increased to 18,000 new living units per year.57 One 
of the key elements of this great rate of growth was the detached single-family 
house. The enormous popularity of this type of housing gave birth to the 
decentralized city; that is to say, one held together by networks of freeways and 
communication. 
Soriano entered the architectural scene in 1936 with an explosive start: 
his first realized project, the Lipetz House in Silver Lake (Complete Works 4). 
The Lipetz House was chosen as one of three buildings to be presented at the 
American Pavilion at the Paris Exposition in 1937, and it secured him visibility, 
prominence, and a good number of commissions in the years to follow.58 
According to David Gebhard and Harriette von Breton, the house established 
him “as the strongest Modern purist…the one who worked most faithfully within 
the stylistic confines of the International Style.”59 The International Style had 
been introduced to Los Angeles in July 1932, when the pivotal exhibition of the 
same name, organized by the Museum of Modern Art in New York, was 
installed at Bullock’s department store on Wilshire Boulevard. The exhibition 
brought a new, distinctly European architecture to the public’s attention. Most of 
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the projects on display were European examples of the Functionalism of the 
1920s; Richard Neutra’s Lovell Health house, built in 1929 in Los Angeles, was 
one of the few American examples on display.  
The Lipetz house site was on the pinnacle of a hill overlooking Silver 
Lake. The main feature of the house was a music room with excellent acoustic 
properties that could accommodate Mrs. Lipetz’s Bechstein Grand piano and up 
to twenty guests. The house was initially conceived as circular, and Soriano 
designed the north end of this fifteen-foot by thirty-two-foot room as a semicircle 
with continuous windows, creating a real-life backdrop of the San Gabriel 
Mountains for Mrs. Lipetz’s performances. Several hundred record albums were 
accommodated in shelves under built-in seating areas, and much of the other 
furniture in the house was also built-in. The music room comprised nearly one-
third of the 2,300 square feet of the two-bedroom house. Soriano’s first house 
also hinted at what would eventually become his signature: hidden in the floor 
was wide-flange steel beam construction. After World War II, Soriano would 
pioneer the use of steel in the modern American house. 
The financial constraints of the depression were the soil in which 
Soriano’s ideas for minimal, highly efficient, cost-effective, and compact 
buildings flowered. Soriano’s design principles were influenced by the 
aesthetics of the International Style, the rational planning knowledge he had 
gained while working as a student with Richard Neutra between 1932 and 1934, 
and the exposure to economic and construction realities he had experienced by 
working alongside Los Angeles county architect Casset Griffin during 1935 and 
1936, when he was designing Work Progress Administration projects (Complete 
Works 1-3). His early works were characterized by four design principles, all of 
which were very similar to the European Functionalism of the 1920s: abstraction 
of the architectural language, a playful combination of cubes to house the 
different functions of a building, a highly efficient and compact floor plan 
configuration, and flat roofs. Soriano used the common wood-frame 
construction system, which had been fine-tuned by Richard Neutra to a wood 
frame based on a 3'- 6" module. This system allowed him to work with simple 
stucco boxes that could be easily adapted to his functional and aesthetic 
requirements.  
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Figure 21 - Floor Plan, Gogol House, Los Angeles 1939 
 
Following the success of the Lipetz House, Soriano built two to three 
houses per year. The 1939 Louis G. Gogol house (Complete Works 15) is the 
purest example of Soriano’s early work. For this design, located in Los Feliz, he 
had to honor the owner’s wish that all rooms, save the library, be located on one 
floor. The site was problematic; its topography included a twenty-five-foot drop, 
and it faced a street on each end. As there was very little land that would not be 
covered by the house itself, roof decks providing outdoor living space were to 
be an important part of the design. On the main floor, three bedrooms on the 
east side and a combined living-dining area with a southern exposure and a 
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facade made entirely of glass enclosed a well-integrated roof deck. On top of 
this floor, an enclosed library opened onto a 2,000-square-foot deck to facilitate 
outdoor living. The floors were organized in an L-shape, with the southeast 
corner cut out to accommodate the terrace. The terrace was an extension of the 
interior, which was a free-flow space comprised of living and dining room. 
Soriano’s design provided for much of the furniture to be built-in, including beds, 
dressers, couches, and desks. 
Local residents were displeased by the design. Soriano remembered the 
battles he had to fight: “We got the loan already…and all of a sudden, after it 
was under construction, I got a petition from the neighborhood to stop 
construction and the lending agency sent us a notice: ‘We’re going to withdraw 
the loan because the people in the neighborhood are complaining it doesn’t 
conform with the neighborhood.’”60 It turned out that the neighbors objected to 
the house’s flat roofs. Soriano asked, “Do you want me to put a hip roof like that 
on top? Would that help?”61 The neighbors agreed. “So immediately I sent a 
carpenter and I said, ‘The roof is finished anyway. Instead of two-by-threes or 
two-by-fours…put two-by-twos and tack the shingles — It’ll just be one tack. Let 
the wind blow the damn things up off after we finish and get the loan.”62 
Neighbors were not the only obstacles between Soriano and the 
expression of his ideas in the form of houses — building departments proved 
equally difficult. The 1939 Latz Jewish Community Center (Complete Works 17) 
was a recreation center for underprivileged children. On a sloping site in Boyle 
Heights, east of downtown Los Angeles, Soriano designed a building with a 
straightforward International Style openness to replace an outmoded Victorian 
building, utilizing his 1936 experience working for Fritz Ruppel’s Lattissteel 
Corporation at the Lee and Cady Warehouse. Lattissteel Corporation produced 
an early system for steel framing made of steel bars set at right angles, and 
reinforced with a generous criss-cross lacing of plumber’s steel straps, which 
were most often used to reinforce concrete for lift-slabs.  Soriano worked out a 
twelve-foot-wide steel structure comprised of round columns and open web 
joists for the two-story-high upper floor, which was designed to house the 
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classrooms and a large assembly hall facing the street. Exterior surfaces were 
either plastered or covered with large expanses of glass. A wide overhanging 
roof with a thin fascia line was to shade the panels of fixed glass and to 
ventilate the awning glass at the front. With the Lattissteel structural system, 
Soriano stretched the building’s steel skeleton a little further. (This made the 
construction photos of the building more interesting than the final design, which, 
as was true with the Lipetz House, did not use steel for the structural system of 
the building on the outside.) He specified extra-strong, three-and-a-half-inch 
steel pipe columns occurring every twelve feet. However, the building ordinance 
required that Lally columns had to be six inches thick. Soriano had all the 
calculations to prove the structural strength of his system, but the building 
department was not familiar with the new type of construction. Eventually, after 
long negotiations, his system received building approval, and the code was 
changed the following year.  
 
 
Figure 22 - Jewish Community Center, Lattissteel Construction, 1939 
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2. Learning from California Regionalism 
    (Complete Works 21-27) 
 
The years 1939 to 1941 marked a divide in the architectural development 
of Los Angeles. Architecture, especially modern architecture, had started to 
blossom before 1939, because the depression seemed to be over. “Los 
Angeles at the end of the 1930s had arrived at one of her golden ages (the 
others being the end of the 1920s and the 1950s),” observed David Gebhard 
and Harriet von Breton in their book Los Angeles in the Thirties. “A remarkable 
series of balances had been achieved between the pressures of population, the 
economic development of the region, and the potential of what technology and 
society could achieve. Such points in history are always delicate and short-
lived.”63 New concerns arose in 1941. Although the war in Europe was an ocean 
away, America began to mobilize its economy for defense even before the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on 7 December 1941. After the first six busy 
and highly successful years of his young career, Soriano had to adapt to the 
realities imposed by the war effort. Soriano was exploring the uses of steel, but 
it was this very material that became unavailable for building construction due to 
the War Powers Acts of 1941 and 1942, which empowered the government to 
allot certain materials and facilities for defense and restrict their non-war-related 
use.  
Soriano’s abstract International Style approach softened during the early 
1940s as he focused on regional, California-specific design considerations in 
such projects as the Lukens, Strauss, and Ebert houses. The result was a new 
indoor-outdoor sensitivity in response to the benign Southern California climate, 
similar to that found in the Kings Road house by Rudolf Schindler and in certain 
houses by Frank Lloyd Wright and Richard Neutra . Soriano put the ground-
floor level of these houses on the same level as the surrounding land; his floor 
plans began to radiate like windmill wings out into the landscape (Complete 
Works 27); and cubist International Style volumes were replaced with strong 
horizontal roofs; and he used redwood for the exteriors of his buildings. One 
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International Style principle Soriano did not relinquish, however, was his focus 
on well-organized, efficient, and rational planning. 
The first house of this period, the Lukens house (Complete Works 21), 
was located on an old estate nestled among mature trees. It marks Soriano’s 
transition from International Style to California Modern. The significance of this 
house is in its configuration, which began to establish the strong indoor-outdoor 
relationship of Soriano’s best work. The U-shaped plan was organized around a 
raised terrace, linking the living and working quarters and giving both direct 
access to the outside. The workroom was located on the east side of the deck, 
just opposite the owner’s bedroom and study. Positioned behind floor-to-ceiling 
sandblasted glass panels, the workroom opened onto the adjoining garage so 
service needs could easily be met. In the center of the plan, opening up to both 
the terrace and the upper garden, was a large living room with built-in furniture 
and a corner brick fireplace.  
The site for the Richard Strauss house (Complete Works 23) was an 
irregularly shaped and gradually sloping lot in a suburban residential district in 
Los Angeles. Occupying the high, narrowing end of the lot, the single-story 
house was set back from the street and arranged in a U-shape around a patio. 
A translucent sandblasted glass wall set in a steel frame closed off the fourth 
elevation from the side street, providing privacy while maximizing light. A thin 
horizontal cladding of redwood sheathed the exterior walls, though Soriano 
used it in a similar way as he had plaster, without taking advantage of the 
greater flexibility of redwood. Cut into the wooden box along the southern edge 
was an open porch; bamboo curtains hung from the continuous wide fascia to 
screen the studio located behind it. Soriano designed much of the built-in 
furniture, which included bookshelves running under the windows and beds with 
storage space located behind the headboards. 
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Figure 23 – Garden Elevation, Ebert House, Studio City 1942 
 
With Soriano’s design for the Ebert house (Complete Works 27), the floor 
plan opened up and the rooms radiated out from the “service center” of the 
house like windmill wings. Although the Ebert house was the only modern 
house in a west Hollywood Hills neighborhood comprised of suburban ranch-
style structures, the two-story building managed to fit into its surroundings very 
well. Designed for a doctor and his family, it had three bedrooms, a studio, a 
workroom, and a large, 700-square-foot dining-living space. Two wide steel 
sliding doors opened from the dining-living space onto a paved terrace that also 
could be accessed from the kitchen and breakfast room. Each room on the set-
back second floor had a large roof deck. The children’s room served as a large 
play area and could be converted into three bedrooms. Much of the cabinetwork 
and the furniture were designed for the site, and the main parts were made on 
the premises. Because the house was constructed in 1942, its completion 
became a race against time as the supply of valuable materials — steel 
windows, sliding doors, copper screens, heating systems — ran short in the first 
months of the war. Fortunately, Soriano had purchased most of them in 
advance and stored them for future use.  
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Figure 24 - Ebert House, Studio City 1942 
 
Having learned his first lessons from European Functionalism and the 
Great Depression, Soriano was inspired by California for his indoor-outdoor 
sensitivity. One more lesson of his formative years was still to come: the impact 
of the scientific and technological advances of the war years. 
 
 
3. Challenged by the War Machine 
    (Complete Works 28 - 30) 
 
When America entered World War II in 1941, Los Angeles was already 
the aviation capital of the Unites States. More than twenty-five airplane and 
aviation motor manufacturers had been active in the region since the 1920s, 
forming a $1 billion industry.64 The three leading companies, Douglas, 
Lockheed, and Vaultee, employed thousands of people. Substantially 
underwritten by the federal government, the industry expanded its operations 
and increased its production capacity on an unparalleled scale in response to 
wartime needs. In 1940, Roosevelt challenged the aviation industry to build 
50,000 airplanes per year to support of England through the end of the war.65 At 
times America was producing only 6,000 planes annually. By the last year of 
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World War II production numbers skyrocketed to more than 96,000 planes. Los 
Angeles had become a highly productive and efficient war machine. 
The global forces of World War II had coaxed Los Angeles into emerging 
as a world city. The pressures of the war had stimulated technological, 
organizational, and operational advances, including mass production, new 
fabrication methods, and advanced materials development. California historian 
Kevin Starr observed: “Americans were working with the most advanced 
materials and industrial design…In the factories and products of Lockheed, 
Douglas, and Vaultee, Los Angeles alone had the opportunity to experience the 
future environment and design. One cannot underestimate the importance of 
the aviation metaphor, however difficult it might be to trace out in its specifics. 
The flying war machine, so superbly designed, so ingenious in its materials and 
integrated systems, so swiftly assembled, constituted a prototype that could be 
brought to earth for the purposes of domestic living.”66 
Soriano was fascinated by these wartime innovations, as were many 
other architects and designers. He was filled with optimism for the possibilities 
of the postwar house, the challenge to discover a design that could translate the 
war machine’s massive war production capacity into civilian use.  In 1940 he 
observed: “Unfortunately, it took a horrible carnage like war to light the stupidity 
of making hundreds of variations of the same article simply by adding 
superfluous embellishments.…With one stroke, our publicity machinery and our 
manufacturers, forced by patriotic duty, began advocating conservation of 
materials. In conserving, one must say the most with the least. Is not this one of 
the most important laws in any kind of creation? In the design of a chair, the 
building of a house, in planning a city, is not this what the client asks of the 
architect and what the architect must give to the client?”67 
Soriano’s role in the transfer and application of wartime technology to 
architectural construction was significant, especially advances achieved by 
airplane manufacturers. As is often true in the history of modern architecture, it 
was the construction of a utilitarian building type that led to a new idea. The 
1942 Hallawell Seed Garden Center (Complete Works 28, 1942), designed in 
the absence of a preconceived form, was the foremost example of Soriano’s 
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fully prefabricated, light steel construction, and one of the earliest examples on 
the West Coast. However, Soriano’s ability to apply the lessons of the Hallawell 
building to the practice of residential architecture was delayed until 1947 due to 
widespread materials shortages. During the war years, Soriano kept his practice 
afloat with several small-scale projects, mainly the design of elegant interiors for 
furniture, clothing, jewelry, and garden stores; restaurants, single family houses, 
and office remodels. Freed from the demands of everyday practice, he saw the 
war years as an opportunity to explore new approaches for the postwar house. 
With two competition entries in the early 1940s — House 194X (Complete 
Works 29) and the Plywood House (Complete Works 30) — Soriano explored 
two materials innovations of World War II: aluminum and plywood, along with 
their accompanying advanced construction processes. Arts & Architecture 
magazine, in its December 1942 issue, proclaimed these to be “two of the most 
interesting materials” and stated, “The amounts of these materials that are now 
being produced are certain to make them economical for all types of 
buildings.”68  
The 1942 Hallawell Horticultural Center in San Francisco marked a 
turning point in Soriano’s career, a shift away from the International Style design 
philosophy of his earlier work. The smooth, horizontal, one-story pavilion turned 
the International Style inside-out.69 Whereas Soriano had approached his 
prewar buildings as volumes — spaces enclosed by plain surfaces — he now 
did the opposite, making the exterior walls disappear by expressing the 
structure. While his previous floor plans were asymmetrical configurations of 
collected cubes, the Garden Center plan was an “open system”—a simple 
layout that could easily be reconfigured. And while his International Style 
designs sought to express the functions of a building’s interior in the exterior 
massing, his new designs rationally derived their plan and section from the 
regular rhythms of the structural bays positioned under one floating roof. 
Nothing on the building’s minimal, glazed southern facade indicated the differing 
functions of the store or the lath house behind it. With this elegant solution 
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Soriano established the basic elements of his future buildings: prefabrication, 
modular lightweight steel construction, and horizontal roof articulation. 
The Hallawell Horticultural Center was commissioned in 1939 for the 
corner of 19th Avenue and Sloat Boulevard in San Francisco, amid a grove of 
eucalyptus trees. The building took three years to complete, including a one-
year battle to rezone the property from residential to commercial use. In order to 
obtain consent from the city planning department to build the project, Hallawell’s 
president, Mr. McNabb, needed his garden center to look like no other nursery 
before it: “It took a great deal of persuasion to convince the Home Owner 
Organizations that Hallawell’s would beautify the corner,” noted Architectural 
Forum in 1943. “Today the garden center is the pride of the neighborhood, and, 
needless to add, is doing a flourishing business.”70 Soriano himself argued at 
the public hearing that his low-rise steel commercial building, surrounded by 
paved terraces connected with lath houses, would be residential in character 
and that much of it would be obscured by a long wind screen of aqua-colored 
glass. There would be no unsightly sheds.71 Another constraint arose in 
connection with the site’s filled ground, which necessitated keeping the weight 
of the building to a minimum.  
The Hallawell Seed Company operated a worldwide mail-order business, 
but the Garden Center had to be designed as a drive-in for the local trade. The 
masterplan showed four elements: to the southeast, a rectangular 9,000-
square-foot, steel-framed greenhouse; to the northwest, a 1,200-square-foot 
retail store, with a diagonal row of planter boxes running from the back of the 
seed store to the eastern edge of the lot; to the north, a generous plot for a 
future addition; and to the east, a place for future greenhouses. The main 
facade faced the street intersection, thereby addressing passing cars; lettering 
was used effectively in silhouette. A diagonal row of planter boxes led from the 
car parking area to the store’s main entrance. Soriano’s design did not stop with 
the building’s exterior: He also designed every detail of the interior as well as 
the planter boxes themselves. His first job in the United States — as a fruit 
merchant in the Los Angeles Grand Central Market — had given him an 
understanding of retail clients’ needs. Soriano examined the old fixtures and 
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different types of stock in the existing building: “Different compartments varied 
from some large enough to take hoes to others for seed packages, to gallon 
cans and bottles for insecticides,” he noted. “Some fixtures can accommodate 
baskets of tulip buds one season and potted plants in another. The relationship 
of merchandise dictated its place. It was not enough to introduce architectural 
neatness and orderliness—it was essential to introduce these qualities into 
merchandising. So I had to show the clerks how to display their wares.”72 The 
custom-designed planter boxes, eight feet long by thirty inches wide, were each 
covered with lath on top for shading and glass to the north as a windbreak to 
protect the young plants. Maximizing the utility of his planter boxes, which 
already served to display an assortment of potted plants, Soriano designed 
integrated, cabinet-fronted storage spaces beneath each planter box, 
eliminating the need for additional storage. 
 
 
Figure 25 - Hallawell Garden Center - Planterbox, 1942 
 
The steel frame of the building, based on 12-foot by 12-foot modules, 
was composed of three-and-a-half-inch steel pipe columns that carried a 
superstructure of 6-inch and 8-inch open web joists. Soriano recycled some of 
the wood-grill roofs from the site’s existing lath houses by placing them on top 
                                                                                                                                
71 McCoy (1984), p. 154 
72 Architectural Forum (August 1943), p. 94 
THE EVOLUTION OF THE STEEL HOUSE 60
of the new steel structure, providing shading for the plants as well as saving 
money. The roof of the retail store was a two-inch-thick concrete slab, which 
was sprayed onto expanded steel mesh. On the southern elevation and part of 
the eastern elevation, plate glass was set between the columns to act as a 250-
foot windbreak against the strong Bay Area winds. The southern wall of the 
retail store was fully glazed, while the other walls were made of the same 
plaster-over-Lattissteel system that Soriano had used in the Latz Jewish 
Community Center. The steel components had been primed with a Chinese-red 
rust color, and Soriano liked it so much that he decided to keep it. The building 
itself was light gray, and the glass windbreak aqua blue. (Soriano had 
experimented with clear, green, and gray tints for the glass, eventually selecting 
blue because it least affected the color of the plants in the nursery.) The wood 
laths were painted light fuchsia. Soriano’s rational use of color to illustrate 
different structural elements in response to assembly, orientation, and light was 
to become one of the recurring themes in his buildings.  
 
 
Figure 26 - Hallawell Garden Center, Lath House, 1942 
 
With the Horticultural Center, Soriano struggled to overcome prejudices 
against unfamiliar building techniques. Bids for his steel structure were so high 
that he was forced to seek bids from subcontractors and, ultimately, to 
undertake the construction himself. “What I did was this: I made complete 
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drawings for the building elements made of steel,” he recalled. “Then we got 
some contractors in San Francisco to give some bids. And I told my client that 
that was going to cost about $19,000 for the whole thing, the way I estimated 
myself. Then we gave it to the contractors who all of a sudden…came in with a 
big price.”73 The contractors asked whether the structure could be done in 
wood. Soriano responded, “When you do multiple buildings, a high-rise building, 
do you request this?”74 Disappointed by the local contractors, Soriano turned to 
Fritz Ruppell, president of the Lattissteel Company in Los Angeles, to determine 
whether the building could be prefabricated. Soriano had worked with him on 
the Latz Jewish Community Center and on the Lee and Caddy warehouse. 
Lattissteel agreed to prefabricate the building components in Pasadena, and 
Soriano shipped the completed 12-foot by 12-foot steel modules to San 
Francisco, a distance of four-hundred miles. Everything was prefabricated 
except the plaster, electrical, and plumbing work. Soriano himself went to 
Pasadena to look over the manufacturing of the components and to follow them 
— along with two welders — back up to San Francisco, where he would 
supervise construction. Soriano was thus able to maintain complete control over 
the workmanship, which he considered essential. The entire steel skeleton, 
including the lath house, was electronically welded and erected in under a 
week. Soriano beat the contractor’s estimates by 30 percent. “It was an 
illuminating and enriching experience to learn the problems of prefabrication 
and the problems that exist in every trade.” he said. “I constantly think of 
progress in the use of materials and try to avoid the wastage that exists in 
conservative ways of building.”75  
The architectural community celebrated the Hallawell Horticultural Center 
by including it in the 1944 exhibition “Built in the U.S.A.” at the Museum of 
Modern Art in New York. Soriano’s design was also a commercial success. 
Hallawell Seed’s president claimed, “At first we thought we will double our 
operation. It has far surpassed our expectations.”76 He also made a remark that 
Soriano gleefully quoted later in life: “Every time we lost an argument with 
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Soriano, we won.”77 Despite the contemporary popularity of the project, the 
Garden Center was razed in 1965.78 
After the completion of the Hallawell Horticultural Center, Soriano used 
his newly acquired knowledge of steel prefabrication methods to develop two 
design proposals, both of which would more radically examine and apply the 
aviation industry’s advances. The first of these projects was his entry in 
Architectural Forum’s “New House of 194X…” competition (Complete Works 
29): a prototype that was published in the September 1942 issue. The editors 
had launched this challenge to explore the potential of wartime industrial 
innovations for the everyday, egalitarian house, a program that uniquely suited 
Soriano’s interests. “It sums up what we are fighting for: The dream of a small 
house to come, if worked out with a real appreciation of what the war is about, 
and what the peace potential is, it can be potent propaganda for our side,” 
Soriano wrote.79 The editors declared their challenge with passionate optimism: 
“Assuming prefabrication — and taking into account the tremendous increase in 
productive capacity which the war had brought about, wartime elimination of 
restrictive practices, the availability of new materials and fabrication methods, 
new and higher standards of illumination, thermal comfort, atmospheric 
composition, and so on — how can the House of 194X be made the most 
wanted commodity in the competitive postwar market place?”80 
Each participant in the competition received a four-page memorandum 
identifying the problems a postwar designer would need to solve. Five themes 
defined the space program: “Planning,” “Kitchen-Work-Center,” “Bathrooms,” 
“Storage” and “Living Rooms.” The memo was characterized by a 
prewar/postwar contrast and emphasized the need for change and a dedication 
to better living. The planning section outlined the inevitability of prefabrication 
and the concomitant need for personal adaptability: “If the postwar house is to 
be mass produced, it must be standardized. But, standardization cannot mean 
sameness. A whole series of variables—family size, orientation, slope of lot, 
direction of view and breeze, and individual predilections—must be met in their 
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many combinations if mass production is to compete successfully with custom-
fabrication. And, if the postwar house is to offer more than its prewar prototype 
— which it must — it must also be adapted to different needs resulting from 
changes in family composition as the family grows ‘older.’ Can a single plan be 
devised that is so flexible that it meets all of these contingencies?”81  
The Architectural Forum editors continued by pointing out the 
advantages of mass production: “It is not enough to say: ‘My system of 
construction is so flexible that it can be used for any type of house.’ The general 
public is not interested in buying a Meccano set, nor is it capable of designing 
its own houses. One of the advantages of mass production is that it permits the 
absorption of the cost of one careful design by rendering one thousand 
units.…The house manufacturer will be able to pay for literally thousands of 
hours of skilled design talent for each basic model, and must, if he is to survive, 
offer greater utility and flexibility than his craft competitor.”82 
The competition addressed homebuyers’ increasing desire for the 
flexibility of indoor-outdoor spaces devoted to hobbies, adult recreation, and 
“rumpus rooms.” New modes of postwar living, including the oft-proclaimed 
increase in leisure time, the widespread acceptance of television, and the 
secondary effects of air conditioning, presented new sets of requirements. The 
planning section of the memo ended with a call for a design approach that 
would allow change: “One thing is certain: nothing in the postwar house can be 
‘frozen’ for the life of the building — most successful will be the plan and 
construction method which is easily modified to meet new requirements.”83  
The majority of the designs submitted to Architectural Forum utilized 
conventional forms of modular building construction systems, essentially 
conceding to existing building industry standards. Soriano’s response was 
radically different. He was bemused by the fact that Americans could accept, 
enjoy, and utilize modern streamline design and new materials in areas as 
diverse as transportation, appliances, graphic design, and clothing, while 
remaining incapable of accepting progress in the design of their own homes. He 
proposed a technology transfer from the airplane to the construction industry. 
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Instead of working with traditional building industry manufacturers, Soriano 
teamed up with one of the major Los Angeles–based airplane companies, 
Vaultee, to develop a “Mobile Utilities Section” for the Architectural Forum 
competition.  He recommended his concept for a light metal house to Vaultee 
vice president George Tidmarsh: “After the war, there will be a need of 
housing.…What about stimulating your industry, the aircraft industry to fabricate 
these houses of mine since they are out of metal? And I designed a beautiful 
house of metal, like an airplane.”84 
Soriano was fascinated with the evolution of the airplane, which had 
resulted in diversified types and had proceeded freely, without form- or 
technology-related conflicts. The traditional house, which was not mobile, was 
in Soriano’s opinion too limited by both design and location to allow for 
innovation. He took the inspiration provided by the airplane industry literally and 
designed a prototype mobile home: “Ease of transportation, and ease of 
removing to a new location are essential. A small service truck can wheel this 
house to the proper excavated place. No foundations are required, as the 
structure is completely self-sustained, in the same way that a car or an airplane 
are self-sustained.” Several approaches to mobile, self-contained living had 
already found expression in the design of the Airstream trailer, first developed 
and manufactured in Los Angeles in 1936. The first commercially produced 
Airstream trailer, the “Clipper,” was launched at the same time as the Pan Am 
Clipper airplane.85  
In Soriano’s design, a container would be brought to a site on wheels, 
and would then open up like a butterfly, with wings issuing from the roof and 
glass walls folding down into place. In the end, it would look like a proper house. 
Soriano attempted to use advanced technologies for human comfort, a concern 
he summed up by simply drawing an umbrella with a deck chair beneath: “A 
prefabricated house must have a simple solution — substituting for the pole a 
structural utility space giving to all of the rooms its purified cool or warm air, its 
light, etc.,” he wrote.86  
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Figure 27 - House 194X Competition, Concept Sketch, 1942 (left) 
Figure 28 - House 194X Competition, Axonometric View, 1942 (right) 
 
In Soriano’s later designs, the umbrella reference led to the idea of the 
floating roof, which became a recurring theme in all of his postwar designs. As 
strict as his technical solutions may have appeared, they derived their forms 
from something other than technical considerations. Soriano was primarily 
concerned with quality of life — a house’s appearance, the sensual dimensions 
of how a room would sound and feel, and its ability to provide convenience and 
function. He outlined the following details: “Roof and underside of overhang 
covered with membrane of plastic, light metal, or treated canvas. No painting 
necessary since all materials will be refinished. Warm air generated by cooking 
hot water unit to circulate between beams and radiate heat from ceiling. No 
electric wiring or fixtures will be needed since ‘black light’ generated from points 
in the utility section will activate specially treated areas in the ceiling to produce 
light where required. Walls to be 4-foot-wide panels with plastic facing on 
outside or inside. Inside finish may also be fine wood veneer. Panels are places 
in channels in floor and ceiling and snapped in place. Glass panels and screens 
can be applied in a few minutes wherever desired. Any adult will be able to alter 
the arrangement of the exterior panels at will — and even change colors with 
the seasons.”87 
The floor plan was organized in the form of a butterfly, with a centrally 
located service zone, referred to as the “mobile utilities section,” housing 
kitchen, bathroom, and dressing areas; the two open-plan “wings” were located 
on either side of this center section. One section combined a two-car carport 
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and the living and dining area, which could be extended to the outdoors, while 
the other section contained the bedrooms. The children’s bedrooms could be 
combined to form a larger play area that also opened onto an outdoor play area. 
Sectional wardrobes provided the only separation between the rooms, 
contributing to the design’s economy as well as to the adaptability of the rooms 
for a variety of uses and configurations. The master bedroom opened to an 
outdoor patio, which could be converted into an additional bedroom by adding 
prefabricated panels. The space planning and the built-in furniture were based 
on a 4-foot module, which allowed for a variety of layouts. 
 
 
Figure 29 - House 194X Competition, Floorplan 1942 
 
Although the scheme had been developed together with Vaultee’s vice 
president, it was abandoned when it reached the level of the company’s 
president. “We met the chairman of the board, who was a scientist from the 
California Institute of Technology in Pasadena,” Soriano remembered. “And he 
said, ‘Mr. Soriano, can we put some colonial type of entrance porches?’ I asked, 
why do you want to do this? Do you do that to your planes? He responded: ‘No, 
but houses, you know, we have to sell. We have to have the appeal of the 
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public.’… I responded: Don’t you set the appeal yourself? All the planes set the 
appeal.… You have to dare. You really have to do it.…Let’s try. Let’s put a half 
dozen of them and see what the public says.”88 Meeting the demands of the 
market was an obstacle Soriano would have difficulty overcoming his entire life. 
Even though Vaultee stopped the collaboration with Soriano, it commissioned in 
1947 an all-aluminum prototype, the Vaultee house, a collaboration between 
industrial designer Henry Dreyfuss and architect Edward Larrabee Barnes. 
Their design approach was not as radical as Soriano’s, since they worked with 
a more conventional house typology, replacing the wood construction with 
aluminum construction. However, even with this less radical solution, Vaultee’s 
attempts to break into the postwar housing market were also unsuccessful. A 
detailed historical analysis of the Vaultee house is not possible, since the 
design and construction information is not available to the public. My 
information is based on a couple of photos of the Julius Shulman Archives 
(Figure 30, 31). 
 
      
Figure 30 - Vaultee House, Aluminum Prototype, 1947 
Figure 31 - Vaultee House, Production, 1947 
 
The mobile House 194X had been open and light, fixed in size, and 
presented several layout options under one floating roof. Soriano’s Plywood 
House competition entry for Arts & Architecture’s Postwar Living competition 
(Complete Works 30) of 1943 was a very different study in prefabrication 
design. First, Soriano used plywood in lieu of steel. Secondly, instead of the 
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open plan arrangement under a floating roof, he used fixed factory-made three-
dimensional building modules that could be added to each other to expand the 
house. Third, is was not trailer to be rolled onto the site, which than would 
unfold the roof mechanically, but a fixed size module that could be added. 
Common is both studies that Soriano experimented with a direct technology 
transfer from the airplane industry. Also, both projects were not developed 
beyond the conceptual stage, so that a judgment of the actual practicality of the 
designs can’ t be made. Soriano received third prize from Arts & Architecture for 
his design, which had again taken its inspiration directly from airplanes and their 
facilities: “The appearance of this house is the result of a method of 
prefabrication and layout of plan,” Soriano explained. “It is in communion with 
our airports, our hangars, and our factories. Note also that the forms of car, 
garage and house have direct affinity.”89 The design had a compact form based 
on a prefabricated, self-contained, 250-square-foot, 10-foot-wide by 25-foot-
long module that integrated the structural, services, and interior systems. 
Constructed from a continuous, stressed-skin membrane, the fixed modular 
components could be configured in several variations. The house was a 
prototype for a planned community where the lot size was to be 50 feet by 125 
feet. Soriano’s proposal could be delivered in, or later expanded to, three 
different sizes: 500, 750, and 1,000 square feet, to respond to different family 
needs and incomes. The base 250-square-foot module was constructed as a 
10-foot by 25-foot membrane made out of 1 ½-inch, seven-ply resin-bonded 
plywood that created a continuous wall-ceiling-wall space measuring 48 feet 
from ground to ground and that utilized industrial, stressed-skin plywood 
membrane construction methods, which had been used for the manufacturing of 
an airplane wing. Canvas-glass fiber laminate or light metal could be substituted 
for the plywood membrane.  
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Figure 32 - Plywood House, 1943 
 
The modules were prefabricated in a factory, trucked to the site, and 
bolted to a continuous concrete slab. Each section was fully equipped with 
modular furniture, wiring, plumbing, light fixtures, heating and ventilation, and 
interior and exterior finishes. This building system had the additional advantage 
of being significantly lighter than traditional wood construction with its 
accompanying stucco finish; Soriano calculated that a 1,000 square-foot house 
of his design weighed ten tons compared to thirty tons for traditional 
construction. This type of construction also proved cheaper than traditional 
construction though more expensive than a mobile home. Construction was 
much faster, too, since very little on-site labor was needed. Soriano’s proposal 
was also interesting for what it did not require: no load-bearing walls, no two-by-
four studs, no floor joists, roof rafters, plate, or headers — not even a single 
nail. Soriano enthusiastically ended his design description by declaring: “It is 
possible to build this house today!”90  
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As a whole, the building industry proved to be extremely conservative, a 
fact that proved the greatest challenge to the realization of Soriano’s ideas. His 
aim had been to improve building construction methods to the point of being 
able to offer both better quality and lower cost housing. Indeed, his 
prefabricated, mass-produced houses would have required a restructuring of 
the American construction industry and a complete retraining of its workers. The 
opinion of the Arts & Architecture competition jury, as expressed by Sumner 
Spaulding in his competition August 1943 review in Arts & Architecture, was 
that Soriano’s design “would certainly be frowned upon by the trades of the 
building industries. It seemed upon close inspection that should these 
prefabricated units be made in a factory, they could easily be assembled with 
practically no use of the old building trades.” 
 
 
4. Defining the Case Study Style 
    (Complete Works 50 – 65) 
 
Soriano was able to turn his wartime visions into reality immediately after 
the end of World War II, when he began to design the first postwar steel pavilion 
in California. Though still fighting to overcome the resistance of the market and 
the construction industry, he had found several liberal, middle-class clients who 
entrusted him to design their houses. The residential projects he realized 
between 1947 and 1950 included the Katz House, the Shulman House, and the 
Krause House. 
The cessation of residential construction during World War II, coupled 
with a high marriage and birth rate during and immediately after the war, caused 
an enormous housing shortage in the late 1940s. In 1946 it was estimated that 
three million houses would have to be built over the next five years just to keep 
the situation from worsening.91 The prefabricated housing industry Soriano had 
hoped for was slow in gaining public acceptance and in refining its building 
technology enough to produce a competitive, low-cost product.92 But the 
combination of the intellectual progress Soriano had made in designing his two 
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wartime prototypes and the practical world experience he had gained from the 
prefabricated 1942 Hallawell Horticultural Center let him realize his own vision 
for the industrialized postwar house. Freed from the material shortages of the 
war, Soriano went right to steel, he explained, “because I saw the potential of 
metallurgy, the potential of steel. With wood, what do you do? …Well, the same 
old stuff, and all you do is just put those little sticks all over the place. And I said 
this is not the way to build. This is uneconomical, clumsy, costly, the labor and 
then the result is wrong. You have four walls to hold a little room with these two-
by-fours. In mine, you do not need that.”93  
Soriano’s thinking, however, was ahead of the realities of construction. 
Even though his postwar houses were constructed with a light steel frame, 
which allowed for an open system of interior spaces that could be arranged 
according to a user’s needs, Soriano could not yet balance the benefits of a 
logical and economical steel structure and the static design of the interior 
spaces. The interior walls, although no longer load-bearing, were still fixed. 
Once the structural frame was in place, the only variation Soriano could make 
was to place certain interior walls on a diagonal to create interesting spatial 
effects, but this compromised the structural integrity of the modular steel 
structure. All the built and unbuilt projects made between 1944 and 1950 — the 
Katz, Priver, Minore, and Shulman houses — demonstrated this formal 
approach, which created a vagueness in the plan. Soriano would never again 
make such a formal concession to the integrity of his buildings. The clarity of his 
post-1950 designs, which define the Case Study style, prove that he eventually 
discovered the solution he sought.  
The Katz House (Complete Works 50) in Studio City was Soriano’s first 
steel-framed residential building. He designed this house for Milton Katz and his 
wife, for whom he had designed a poultry farm during World War II for a nearby 
site, though it remained unbuilt. The one-bedroom Katz House was organized 
under an 84-foot by 30-foot floating roof, providing space for an efficiently laid-
out, compact floor plan comprised of three 24-foot-wide sections. The center 
part had a living room and game room with fully glazed facades to the south 
and north. The western segment housed the private bedroom and an adjoining 
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terrace, which could potentially be converted into two additional bedrooms. The 
eastern section contained the service areas, including the kitchen, dining room, 
carport, and storage area. 
Structurally, the Katz House was almost identical to the 1942 Hallawell 
Garden Center. The light steel frame was based on a 12-foot by 16-foot column 
grid. Three-and-a-half-inch pipe columns supported the roof, which was 
constructed of 8-inch open web joists, 6-inch wide flange beams, 6-inch roof 
decking and an 8-inch steel channel that formed the horizontal roof fascia edge. 
The non-load-bearing walls used the same Lattissteel system covered with 
plywood and plaster that Soriano had utilized for the Hallawell Garden Center 
and the Jewish Community Center. Soriano’s records refer to the Katz House 
as the “Gato House” because the architect had a falling out with his client — 
one of what would eventually become a long series of disagreements with a 
succession of clients. “I published the house and I called it the Gato house; Katz 
—  in Spanish Gato [cats],” he explained. “So I wouldn’t give him the credit to 
put his name there; and I don’t see why, because he didn’t contribute 
anything.”94 Soriano’s design was published in the October 1945 issue of Arts & 
Architecture, though the building itself wasn’t completed until 1947. 
The experience of designing and building the Shulman House (Complete 
Works 65) was as gratifying as the experience of building the Katz House had 
been excruciating. By the time Soriano began to design a house for Los 
Angeles architectural photographer Julius Shulman, the two were already 
friends who shared a mutual admiration for the other’s talents. “The Shulmans 
helped contribute as much to the performance of the house as myself. This is 
the way it should be. This is the way to architecture,”95 Soriano later said. Their 
first meeting had been on the construction site of Soriano’s first house, the 
Lipetz house, on 5 March 1936, the same notable day Shulman met Richard 
Neutra for the first time. That meeting set in motion Shulman’s career as an 
architectural photographer, for it was Neutra who recommended his former 
assistant Soriano to Shulman.  
Shulman already knew practically every modern architect in Southern 
California through the practice of his photography. He could ask whomever he 
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wanted to design his own house. At one point he even contemplated inviting 
several architects to each design one room. Soriano’s response to this suggestion 
was pointed: “Julius, that will never be, because nobody will do that. That’s not 
going to work any more than to have ten chefs do one meal.”96 
Shulman had acquired a large parcel of land in the Hollywood Hills. In 
1947 he selected Soriano as the architect of his new home, and construction 
began two years later. On 5 March 1950, Shulman, his wife Emma, and their 
four-year-old daughter, Judy, moved in. The photographer later recalled, 
“Soriano was the foremost pioneer in designing steel-frame structures.…How 
fortunate for us, for during successive decades, seismic activity left us 
untouched.”97 
The design process was a close collaboration between Soriano and 
Shulman. The photographer knew what he wanted, and more important, knew 
how to communicate it to Soriano. For example, he required screened porches 
in front of the fully glazed, southwest-facing living and bedroom facades. 
Shulman felt strongly that one of the things people disliked about modern 
houses was the lack of transitional areas between indoors and outdoors, and he 
took exception to the use of sliding doors alone. Shulman remarked: “The 
extension of architectural space outward through screened porches creates a 
feeling of enclosure that psychologically as well as visually conveys comfort and 
protection; it also allows the use of sliding doors in almost all types of weather, 
and the screened porches provide insect control and cut solar glare by 50 
percent.”98 Shulman also made clear that he wanted the steel columns moved 
three feet in from the roof edge, lined up with the actual exterior facade. This 
contrasted with Soriano’s later designs, which placed the columns at the 
exterior edge, creating a gallery that gave shade and access to the rooms, 
enhanced the visual depth of the exterior facade, and structured the exterior 
elevation with a rhythmic column beat. 
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Figure 33 - Shulman House,  South Facade, 1950 
 
The program for Shulman’s house required two bedrooms, a maid’s 
room, a photography studio, and a two-car garage. The Hollywood Hills site 
extended in an east-west direction and offered spectacular views of the Santa 
Monica Mountains to the south. These views directed the designs for the 
orientation of the house and the floor plan. All rooms were organized along an 
east-west spine, which was delineated by a wall set on a slight diagonal that 
could function as a gallery for Shulman’s photographs. Along this axis, the 
rooms were interwoven with a series of outdoor patios, which were then 
integrated into the landscape designed by Garret Eckbo. The building 
configuration maximized the surface area of the house, opening it up to views 
and to the comfortable breezes of the hills. This created a perception of open 
space — from open sky to complete enclosure — and allowed the user to 
choose the desired degree of enclosure. The house’s outdoor configurations 
included an outdoor living area between the studio and the house, outdoor 
dining space, a children’s play patio, and a service yard to the north.  
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Figure 34 - Shulman House, Steelconstruction, 1949 
 
The structural system was similar to that of the Katz House. As a primary 
system, Soriano used a light steel frame in-filled with wood studs for the interior 
walls and wood rafters to support the ceiling. Shulman recalled that the house 
was priced for both steel and wood framing: “In our case we went both ways, 
because we had the inclination to research it. These were the days in the late 
1940s after the war, when building costs were skyrocketing.”99 Although the 
contract bid for a steel-frame — $40,000 — turned out to be 5 percent more 
expensive than wood, it was chosen because of the ease and speed of its 
construction. Walls and ceiling were plastered or finished with what Soriano 
called “welded wood,”100 a high-quality plywood panel attached with epoxy 
resin. Soon after its completion, the house was subjected to an earthquake-
precipitated landslide. Tons of rock and debris plunged through the service 
patio and the gallery into the living room. While Shulman suffered a broken leg, 
there was no damage to the steel structure, and not even a crack in the plaster 
ceiling.  
Fifty years after its initial construction, Shulman still lives and works in 
the house his friend Raphael Soriano built for him. As he remarked in a 1978 
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letter to Soriano, “Our home seems to accelerate in spirit and excitement as the 
years pass by. We finally have the living area especially furnished in a most 
friendly and enveloping manner. The garden is even more exciting for Olga has 
transformed it into a flowery retreat. The above added to the density of our 
jungle of trees makes this home in my estimation the most complete in every 
respect. Of course, that is particularly so because we use it twenty-four hours a 
day. We are home at least four to six days each week so you can imagine how 
indebted we are to you for having made it possible; a rare feat for an architect. I 
say that because with the passing years I truthfully have seen very few 
complete homes. So much is done for architectural trickery or the decoration is 
an obvious attempt to gild or to impress people and too often the gardens are 
manicured and stiff, formal statements.”101 
Due to the fact that the original owner, Julius Shulman, still lives in this 
house, it is the only one left, which allows the orginal experience of the Modern 
California Steel House. Beside furniture and interior decoration, the house still 
stands in its original state and it is well maintained.  This house is still part of 
Soriano’s transition period, since it does not reflect yet the full potential of a 
main steel frame as it related to the open planning.  Also, the screened porches 
and the diagonal axis of the circulation spine are a compromise to 
accommodate the wishes of the client, rather than the clear architectural 
solution of the later houses. Overall, the house addresses the change of the 
quality of life, the restful atmosphere in home and studio, and a very successful 
inside-outside living, which should characterize the comfortable lifestyle of the 
new American middle class. 
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5. Prototypes for a New Lifestyle 
    (Complete Works 66-73) 
 
In a flurry of postwar activity, Soriano designed and built a remarkable 
series of buildings between 1950 and 1952. The Shulman house, completed in 
March 1950, was his vision for a steel pavilion house for the new postwar 
lifestyle. With the Alexandra Curtis house and the 1950 Case Study House, he 
further realized that vision. One effect of Soriano’s success with these buildings 
was that all Case Study Houses designed after Soriano’s, with only one 
exception, were made out of steel. There was also a greater use of new building 
materials and appliances.  
The post-Soriano Case Study houses became prototypes for 
industrialized building systems rather than the stand-alone examples that their 
predecessors had been. “The leap from the early Case Studies to Raphael 
Soriano’s steel pavilion was a leap from the particular to the general, from the 
personal to the impersonal, from the isolated case to the prototype,” noted 
architectural historian Esther McCoy.102 Soriano described his design approach 
in universal terms: “If you are looking for a solution for housing from the 
twentieth century, which I am, the general and the individual must be 
identical.”103 Not only were these houses a technological breakthrough, they 
also constituted a design solution for the “good life.” Improved communication 
and transportation networks encouraged families to lead a more suburban life. 
Most of Soriano’s houses were one story and close to the ground, giving 
residents the ability to move freely from any room into the outdoors; outdoor 
living was just as important as indoor living. And space planning moved away 
from a fixed floor plan to a simple layout that could be configured as needed. 
The relaxed attitude of this lifestyle and the straightforwardness of the building 
construction let Soriano’s houses reflect the postwar suburban dream of living in 
a domesticated Eden. 
In the January 1945 issue of Arts & Architecture, the publisher and 
editor, John Entenza, announced the Case Study House Program. Entenza’s 
idea was to have the leading architects of the day explore the possibilities of the 
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affordable single-family house, especially the application of new building 
typologies. Over the course of sixteen years, twenty-six houses were built (of 
thirty-six proposed designs). Entenza had been following the projects on the 
drawing boards of the architects of his Editorial Advisory Board, many of the 
members of whom he had enlisted since the early 1940s. The list of board 
members read like a “Who’s Who” of modern American architecture and design. 
Charles Eames and Richard Neutra were already on the board in 1942, when 
Julius Shulman joined the magazine as one of three staff photographers. Eero 
Saarinen and Marcel Breuer followed in 1945, and Raphael Soriano in 1947. It 
was from this list of more than thirty architects and interior and landscape 
designers that Entenza would select many of his Case Study House 
participants. 
The challenge to residential architectural practices Entenza’s program 
set into motion was derived from his belief that “most opinion, both profound 
and light-headed, in terms of post-war housing, is nothing but speculation in the 
form of talk and realms of paper. It occurs to us that it might be a good idea to 
get down to cases and at least make a beginning in gathering that mass of 
material that must eventually result in what we know as ‘house—post war.’”104 
The advances of the defense industry in California had placed the state at the 
forefront of technological, industrial, and materials innovations. Through the 
Case Study House Program, Arts & Architecture committed itself to utilizing 
these cutting-edge resources to develop a new breed of domestic architecture 
that melded these new technologies with good design.  
Entenza’s program set up a challenge to meet new standards in 
residential building, but it was also a well-planned marketing strategy. Each 
Case Study House received an automatic stamp of approval for innovative 
contemporary design by virtue of its publication in Arts & Architecture. Entenza 
handpicked each participating architect, client, contractor, and building supplies 
manufacturer. It wasn’t even necessary for him to finance the projects, but 
rather to coordinate the donation of materials and labor in exchange for 
publication, and the consequent exposure and promotion for all participants. 
Property would be provided by a landowner wishing to participate, the chosen 
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architect would receive a flat design fee, and most of the materials, 
construction, and interiors costs would be donated by suppliers. 
The first five years of the Case Study House Program, with houses 
designed and built by Richard Neutra, J. R. Davidson, and other established 
architects resulted in very personal examples of good, modern California 
design. This was certainly true of the 1949 Eames house, but while the 
distinctively individual and artistic expression of this house — and the fact that 
Charles and Ray Eames designed it as their own home and studio — were 
sufficient to attract worldwide admiration, they also prevented it from serving as 
a model for the everyman, everyday house. The Eameses used the same steel 
framing that Neutra had used in his 1929 Lovell house and chose off-the-shelf 
components out of a catalog. While the Eames house is the best remembered 
Case Study House, it was Soriano’s 1950 entry, built for Alan Olds, that marked 
a definitive shift in the program toward steel frames and truly innovative building 
solutions.  
Five buildings by two of Soriano’s former assistants, Craig Ellwood and 
Pierre Koenig, followed his 1950 Case Study House. Beginning with Soriano’s 
pioneering but still somewhat crude design, between 1952 and 1958 Ellwood 
created three elegant and extremely lightweight houses for the program. 
Koenig, who had executed the presentation illustrations for Soriano’s 1950 
Case Study House for Arts & Architecture, contributed Case Study Houses 21 
and 22, built between 1958 and 1960, which came to mark the climax of the 
program. Indeed, Koenig’s Case Study House 22 became the icon of the 
postwar house. A seductive nighttime photograph taken by Julius Shulman 
helped to propel Koenig’s house to worldwide attention and, eventually, to 
elevate it to near legendary status.  
While Entenza had set forth the ideals of the Case Study House 
Program, it was Soriano who realized these ideals with a building. His 
innovations in the domestic use of steel launched residential architecture into 
completely new territory. More than half a century after the program began, it is 
clear that the steel frame house came to define the Case Study Style. The 
achievement of this new type of house in the 1950s spawned an entire 
architectural movement in California. Smooth and elegant steel-and-glass 
pavilions offered the fulfillment of a dream of a better life, a view entirely 
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independent of traditional East Coast or European constraints. The combination 
of horizontal roofs, transparent exterior walls, and open plan answered the 
postwar family’s need for an informal, indoor-outdoor lifestyle suitable to the 
mild Southern California climate. These houses shared the technological 
characteristics of expressed, lightweight steel frames, the use of off-the shelf-
components, prefabrication where possible, modular design, the exploration of 
new materials, and innovative environmental control and appliances. Critic 
Reyner Banham, in his classic book Los Angeles: The Architecture Of Four 
Ecologies, observed, “The Program, the magazine, Entenza, and a handful of 
architects really made it appear that Los Angeles was about to contribute to the 
world not merely odd works of architectural genius but a whole consistent 
style.”105 
All of Soriano’s designs up to and including the Shulman house — the 
Hallawell Garden Center in particular — had taught him valuable lessons 
regarding prefabrication and the efficient use of steel to simplify the building 
construction and to do “more with less”.  While steel had been used for the main 
structural frame of his previous buildings, none had yet taken full effect of an 
open plan; their fixed interior walls were as restrictive as load-bearing walls. In 
the Shulman house, Soriano moved away from this inflexible system of steel 
walls and regular wood stud walls, which were used as infill under the wide-
flange beams of the main structure. “This system, though more economical, 
presented the problem of integrating the slowness of the wooden plow with the 
efficiency of the modern tractor,” the architect remarked. “This was yet not the 
complete science of building. These walls were meaningless, expensive toys for 
the plumber and electrician to butcher up.”106  
To liberate the structure from “parasitic” walls, Soriano developed a 
minimal structural system. This was comprised of a floating steel deck roof 
supported by 3 1/2-inch cantilevered steel pipe columns planted at 10-foot 
intervals along the long axis and at 20-foot intervals along the perpendicular 
axis, to create a 10-foot by 20-foot building module that could be replicated as 
many times as necessary and in every configuration of open and closed space. 
To allow this structural solution, the roof had to work as a rigid horizontal 
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diaphragm capable of transferring horizontal wind and earthquake loads. 
Soriano refined the structural solution to the bare minimum by creating a simple 
steel connection at the column head. He cut four slots at the top of the pipe 
column and welded two steel plates through these cuts to form a cross that 
supported the roof’s horizontal wide-flange beams. This allowed the load 
transferring continuity of the beam flanges, and it functioned as a moment 
connection. The structural system did not require any load-bearing or shear 
walls under the floating roof. Soriano later described the process that led to this 
solution: “I make a thorough study of a section of a beam and column and try it 
out two or three ways. One is always the best — it performs in all ways. After I 
have found the best solution for a detail, I don’t vary it.”107  
 
 
Figure 35 - Column Head Detail, Soriano Steel Frame, 1950 
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Figure 36 - Structural Details, Soriano Frame, 1950 
 
Detailing was minimal and did not require any specialist to do the work. 
The structural system was so optimized that it relied on the redundancy of the 
entire structural system to perform. The speed of erection and the close 
tolerances could not have been achieved with anything else but steel. The 
exterior walls were varying lightweight surfaces, e.g., transparent sliding doors, 
translucent corrugated fiberglass panels, or solid plywood and aluminum 
sections. Environmental control systems — radiant floor heating, indirect 
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lighting, acoustic control, and integrated loudspeakers — were integrated into 
the building components to provide maximum environmental comfort. The 
interior walls, freed from having to perform any load-bearing functions, were 
built as large pieces of furniture: three-dimensional, prefabricated storage units 
were installed as room dividers once the floating roof was in place. The storage 
units themselves defined the rooms, rendering each “wall” functional, rather 
than parasitical. “It is a logic,” the architect asserted, “which can integrate the 
whole body of a house.”108  
 
 
Figure 37 – Curtis House, Storage Walls, 1950 
 
Soriano’s approach toward prefabrication and building construction was 
unique. The prefabrication schemes developed by East Coast and European 
Architects, including Mies van der Rohe, Walter Gropius, and Konrad 
Wachsmann, required tediously designed and exactingly manufactured 
components to be assembled at the building site. Soriano went the opposite 
direction, utilizing commercial, off-the-shelf components. His approach avoided 
the major disadvantage of most other prefabricated designs: the high cost of 
tooling-up a factory to manufacture the necessary components.  
Soriano’s extremely simple and efficient technological solution was rigidly 
constrained in the planning module in plan and section, but it offered him the 
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freedom of eliminating all walls and of having the weight distribution be 
independent of the roof openings. Interior and exterior walls were thus dictated 
solely by the preferences and needs of the individual client. It also allowed the 
interior spaces to be arranged in an open plan, readily adaptable to a variety of 
different functions. Soriano’s “low profile” pavilions were uniquely suited to 
Southern California with its mild climate, lush landscape, and decentralized 
urban plan. The possibilities of placing doors at any position in the structure and 
of having wholly glass walls and perforated ceilings maximized and facilitated a 
free and informal flow between indoors and outdoors.  
The four buildings Soriano realized between 1950 and 1952 employed 
identical structural steel frames and similar technological systems that were 
adaptable to individual user needs and sites. The first of the four to be 
completed, and the most influential, was the Alexandra Curtis house. The Case 
Study House came next, then the Schrage House and the Colby Apartments in 
1952. Each of these structures demonstrated that the standardization of 
building components and the flexibility of use, goals once considered 
incompatible, could be beautifully integrated and mutually supportive.  
The Curtis house (Complete Works 66), designed in 1949 and completed 
in 1950, was Soriano’s first fully prefabricated house. “I did it for the first time, “ 
he noted. “I tried my system of not only metal structure but I also brought in all 
the cabinets when the frame was there. That’s when everybody used to ask — 
‘What is that? A house?’”109 The house was celebrated by Architectural Forum 
in 1954 as “a flexible space under a steel umbrella — a further step toward the 
industrialization of home building. . . perhaps more clearly than any other house 
in America, this ‘experimental’ building by Architect Raphael Soriano 
demonstrates three major lines of advance in U.S. architecture and building: 1. 
This is an assembled house. 2. This is a flexible house. 3. This house is 
modular in design. Ten years from now they may well be found in half the 
houses in the U.S. — and the home building industry will be able to point to 
higher quality, lower costs and better living as a result. If this prophecy proves 
accurate, then Architect Soriano’s house for Alexandra Curtis is a preview of the 
future, well worth studying by all those whose plans are big, long-range and 
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bold.”110 There was a good deal of secrecy surrounding the project during its 
planning stages. A Mr. Noyes originally commissioned the house and Soriano 
installed a tremendous amount of electricity and wiring in the building, “because 
Mr. Noyes had security things.”111 The Noyeses were connected to trade unions 
during the Truman administration and Soriano referred to them as semi-
gangsters: “They were called the Truman five percenters (in the Los Angeles 
Times). You know what that was? Five percent under the table. . . . John F. 
Kennedy and Marilyn Monroe used the house as their secret retreat.”112 The 
Noyeses’ business endeavors may have accounted for the secluded site and for 
the extremely concealed design. (The building is set back 200-foot from the 
property line at the corner of Sunset Boulevard and Stone Canyon Road in Bel 
Air, and is screened from the public by lush trees.)  
The relationship between Noyes and Soriano was tenuous at best, and 
over the course of construction escalated into a full-fledged legal battle. 
Soriano’s notorious stubbornness and tendency toward inflated budgets brought 
Noyes to file an official complaint with the American Institute of Architects’ (AIA) 
ethics committee for malpractice. The just-completed house was sold in the 
middle of the dispute, and Soriano’s relationship with the new owners, the 
Curtises, a wealthy East Coast doctor couple, worked out much better. “Mrs. 
Curtis wrote the most beautiful letter. She loved me,”113 Soriano recalled. The 
Curtises approval of Soriano did not stop the AIA from banishing Soriano from 
Los Angeles in 1953. 
The original client’s desire for seclusion was clearly reflected in the site 
layout as well as in the building design. The 4,000-square-foot, three-bedroom 
house with guest studio was essentially hidden, with only one visible facade, of 
the four-vehicle carport. The entrance was tucked away at the back of the 
building. A 120-foot walkway, framed by a steel trellis spanning the guesthouse 
and the service wing, connected the carport with the main entrance. Once one 
had passed inside the doorway, the house’s character changed to relaxed 
luxury as it completely opened up to the south. A visitor looked out over several 
layers: the rectangular living room, into which two semi-enclosed patios were 
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cut; the roof overhang; and the garden with its rectangular swimming pool. A 
screen of trees in the distance framed the view. The perimeter of the spaces to 
the south was fully glazed with 5-foot by 8-foot sliding glass doors. The interiors 
were also designed by Soriano. 
 
 
Figure 38 - Curtis House Construction, Los Angeles 1950 
 
All functions were organized under an L-shaped floating roof that 
stretched 120-foot by 80-foot, supported only by slim columns placed on a 10-
foot by 20-foot grid. Soriano took full advantage of the house’s open plan 
potential by installing movable interior walls; only the bathrooms were fixed. 
Architectural Forum described the construction process at length: “The first 
thing architect Soriano did when he started on this experiment was to order a 
great many industrial parts from a great many different factories. He ordered 
forty-nine 3 1/2-inch Lally columns, 8 feet long; thirty-two 6-inch wide-flange 
beams, 20 feet long; some 4-inch channels and 4,500 square feet of 1 1/2-inch-
deep, 18-gauge steel decking. He also ordered about $3,500 worth of storage 
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walls, about $1,300 worth of glass, some sheets of corrugated plastic, of 
plywood, of gypsum board, and of 1/2-inch-thick insulating cork. These items, 
together with all the other odds and ends that go into a building, were scheduled 
to arrive in a steady flow. The flow started the moment the column footings were 
in place. First to go up was the steel frame columns, wide-flange beams, and 
channels. Four men and one crane operator put it up in eight hours. Next came 
the steel decking; two welders had it in place in ten hours. It took exactly 
eighteen hours to put up the 4,500-square-foot steel umbrella, and thus give the 
other trades a protected place to work. Fascia channels (which had to be 
welded in place with great precision to assure a trim building silhouette) took 
longest of all to put up: a total of seventy-six man hours were spent to do a 
perfect job. But while the fascias were being welded in place, other men were 
busy pouring the floor slab with its electric conduits, glass fiber insulation, and 
electric radiant heating system; and when the slab had been topped off with a 
1/4-inch layer of cork and the ceilings finished in gypsum board, the stage was 
set for the next phase of the experiment. This phase was to roll in the factory-
built storage walls, which partitioned all rooms. The partitions were composed of 
wardrobe closets, drawers, shelves, storage cabinets, counters — all the built-
ins required for each room in the house; incorporated in them were lighting 
fixtures and switch panels, telephone connections, and doors. The thickness 
ensured quietness for each room. After this operation the eight by ten foot fixed 
and sliding glass and the sandwich panels of the exterior walls were 
installed.”114 Soriano spent a great deal of time finding the appropriate 
environmental control system, which was then integrated into the building. He 
was a great proponent of radiant heating because of its cleanliness and 
efficiency in contrast to forced air systems. “With nickel and chrome wires for 
electricity you can tune the temperature of your house like a musical 
instrument….Radiating heating is just like you warm a toast. …It’s a clean sort 
of a field of heat rather than circulating hot air . . .  It is beautiful, it’s clean, and 
it’s lovely . . . the grills don’t get dark,. . air-conditioning in hospitals is the worst, 
where the bacteria really loves to settle and they circulate the bacteria all over 
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the hospital.”115 The Curtis house never experienced the public recognition it 
deserved. Esther McCoy observed, “While less spectacular achievements have 
been widely recorded almost nothing is remembered today of the prefabricated 
Curtis house.”116  
Soriano’s best documented and most widely seen work was his Case 
Study House (Complete Works 67). Arts & Architecture published monthly 
progress reports on it between its launch in December 1949 and the completion 
and public inspection of the building in December 1950. Entenza had initially 
approached Soriano with the idea of including the Shulman or Curtis house in 
the program. Later, he asked Alan Olds, who owned a piece of property in 
Pacific Palisades just north of site with the two Case Study houses designed by 
Eames and Saarinen, to donate the land to the program. In return he promised 
the marketing of the house and a share of the profit when the land was sold.  
Once Entenza had selected the site and the architect, he asked 
contractors to donate materials and labor in return for the promotion of their 
products. Along with the Case Study House program, Entenza had also 
established a Case Study House Seal of Merit. The seal was intended to 
become “one of America’s trusted buying guides — highly respected by those 
interested in the building materials, appliances, furniture, fabric, floor coverings, 
and accessories available for use in contemporary houses.”117 A list of selected 
manufacturers was published in each issue of Arts & Architecture, much to 
Soriano’s dislike: “I have to sell my signature with everything that’s been used in 
the house. Soriano specifies this john, this bidet, and these light fixtures, 
signed. . . . Lot of things they wanted me to specify because anybody who had 
a piece of junk wanted to put it there. I said, Soriano does not specify this. I’m 
sorry. I was a very difficult man because I refused to specify things I do not 
believe in.”118 In his typically alienating fashion, Soriano liked to claim that he 
didn’t build the house for the Case Study House Program, but for Alan Olds. 
The claim was an obvious insult to John Entenza, whom Soriano dismissed as 
a simple opportunist. While Entenza certainly benefited from the program, so 
did Soriano, becoming widely published and having his work internationally 
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promoted. His inability to share any credit was an idiosyncrasy that would 
eventually fell him. 
After the completion of his own house and the Eames house in 1949, 
Entenza had been looking to make a shift in the Case Study House Program. 
He realized that the first five years of the program had not yielded a house that 
achieved its original goals: to build a  home for the middle class that was an 
affordable alternative to the standard wood-framed tract home. Soriano was 
selected because of his experience with innovative steel structures and floor 
plan configurations. In the December 1949 announcement of Soriano’s project, 
Entenza focused again on his initial goals: “In this case the house will have a 
maximum of 1,500 square feet, to be designed for the average family of four. 
While it will contain all the amenities, the greater emphasis will be placed upon 
the simplicity of the structure as it relates to costs; and it is our hope to be able 
to present a method of building within the means of reality.”119  
The house was located on a 150-foot-long, and 75-foot-deep site 
overlooking a canyon. The Santa Monica Mountains were visible in the far 
distance to the northwest. The land was a natural plateau tucked into a hillside, 
with a 10-foot drop from the plateau to the access road. Soriano published his 
first note on the Case Study House in the January 1950 issue of Arts & 
Architecture: “Upon visiting the site one sees at once the inevitable course that 
the plan will take. . . The site’s 150-foot dimension parallels the street and 
overlooks a broad canyon of trees and mountains. The narrow dimension of 75 
feet becomes its depth and adjoins an embankment left by the excavation of 
this land. . . . It would seem that the most reasonable approach is also the most 
objective, which is unfortunately so misunderstood today.”120 Soriano published 
three siting options, identifying two design constraints. First, the house had to 
be placed 50-feet away from the southern boundary to allow for easy car 
access. Second, the three schemes were based on a modular design, where 
the different shapes were generated by variations of the floor plan layout. 
Soriano continued in his first Arts & Architecture note: “It is a good practice to 
listen to the land, to the materials, and to the actual and the useful requirements 
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of the client. Then the architectural problem is likely to state its own course, and 
the architect can follow with assurance.”121 He concluded: “Nature is the finest 
architect. It says what it wants to say directly and with great economy of 
thought. This is the secret of all creative work: to say the most with the least. 
This is not achieved through self-expression, as is the decorative intention of 
the ring on the finger. It is the function of Architecture to determine. Let us see 
what the 1950 Case Study House will determine.”122 
 
 
Figure 39 - Case Study House, Floorplan, 1950 
 
The floor plan was published in the April 1950 issue. The house was 
contained within a 2,800-square-foot rectangle, determined by seven 10-foot 
bays in the longer direction and two 20-foot bays in the shorter. The simple 
rectangular roof plane was pierced to allow the sun to reach several planting 
areas below — one opening up to the terrace in the north (10), and two located 
in the entrance/carport area to the south (12). The enclosed space of the house, 
totaling 1,600 square feet, had a T-shape. The bedrooms (4), the living room 
(3), and the bathrooms (6) were located along the fully glazed western façade 
(14), taking full advantage of the views overlooking the Santa Monica 
Mountains. Eating and food-preparation areas were located in the trunk of the 
T, creating an introverted space where living evolved around the large 
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kitchen/dining area (8,9), which opened to a terrace that led directly into the 
living room (10). The open carport (13) was continued from the covering of the 
walkway to the entrance door (1), where planted areas invited the visitor. A 
small entrance hall (2) protected the house from intrusion and led to the living 
room, dining/kitchen area, and the bedrooms. It was possible to divide the food-
preparation and eating center into a more formal arrangement, or to leave it 
open for casual entertaining. The master bedroom, with one wall of clear glass 
that opened to the view through sliding 8-foot by 10-foot windows, had a long 
built-in closet and storage unit and a simple furniture arrangement. It was 
immediately adjacent to the bathroom, which was divided to prevent the 
collision of different people wanting to use the facility. The solid wall of the 
bedroom was covered with pegboard. The living area was 30-feet long; one wall 
was open to the view, while the fireplace side led one comfortably to the 
outdoor eating terrace and the dining room. The living room walls were 
completely wood-paneled in Karina and the furniture was arranged to allow 
maximum freedom of movement and achieve an economy of space.  
The building, responding “rationally” to program and site was, of course, 
a precise single story, modular steel frame structure. The 3 1/2-inch steel pipe 
columns were spaced on a modular grid 10 feet in one direction and 20 feet in 
the other. 6-inch wide-flange beams span the 20-foot intervals, and steel roof 
decking spans the 10 feet between the beams (Figure 39). “The insistence on 
modular planning, particularly in steel, is of great importance,” wrote Soriano. 
“Planning with steel must be done logically and economically, for tricks are 
costly and hazardous. The planning within an orderly system of modules, and a 
restricted amount of square footage as a requirement, demands complete 
objectivity and disciplined integration in determining the relationship of the 
elements required.”123 The use of steel required fewer tolerances in the 
drawings than with the use of wood. This meant, that the design had to be 
coordinated completely before construction started, since the contractor did not 
have the flexibility to improvise on-site. 
The exterior perspective drawings, prepared by Pierre Koenig, who was 
working as Soriano’s assistant, were published in the August 1950 issue of Arts 
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& Architecture. At this point, the house was well under construction. The 
drawings showed the floating roof, under which 8-foot-tall, three-dimensional 
blocks functioning either as storage units or as fireplaces were freely arranged 
within in the constraints of the modular steel structure, to allow for privacy and 
flexibility of living. The western elevation was completely transparent, while the 
three middle bays of the eastern elevation were enclosed to accommodate the 
dining/kitchen area. The two bays at the right and left were open: the carport to 
the south and the terrace to the north. The southern facade facing the street 
was closed and dominated by the carport; a light slot in the roof guided visitors 
from there to the main entrance door. The northern facade, too, was closed. 
The horizontal fascia line, which was part of the main steel structure, dominated 
all four facades. Only slim columns sitting in a rigid 10- and 20-foot rhythm and 
set back 4 feet from the facades supported it. The floating roof effect was 
enhanced by the colors Soriano applied: dark blue for the columns and Chinese 
red for the fascia panel.  
The construction photos were published in the September 1950 issue of 
Arts & Architecture, which proudly reported on the house’s development: 
“Progress on Case Study House 1950 has been more rapid and constant than 
on any of its predecessors, and it is within reason to believe that it will be 
completed close to its deadline of November 1. Begun in April, it was subject to 
only two delays. The first was the usual struggle to get an approval of its design 
and structure in the building department. The second was due to the 
unforeseen necessity of bringing in underground electric lines over a much 
greater distance than expected. Much of this lost time was made up, however, 
by the rapidity with which the steel framing was accomplished. Actual time 
consumed in erecting this framing was three days. First indication of the 
practical nature of the architect’s planning and engineering was reflected in the 
fact that the framing cost was no more that it would have been had wood 
framing been used — probably less.”124  
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Figure 40 - Case Study House Construction, Los Angeles, 1950 
 
In addition to the Shulman, Curtis, and Case Study houses, Soriano had 
four other designs on his drawing boards. Two were projects in Northern 
California that would never be built: a house for Fred McNaab, the client who 
had commissioned the Hallawell Garden Center; and the David and Hilda 
Middleton house. The other two were Los Angeles buildings that were 
completed in 1952: the Schrage house (Complete Works 72) in Los Feliz, and 
the Colby apartments (Complete Works 73) in West Los Angeles. The Schrage 
house was a variation on the Case Study House theme. With the Colby 
apartments, however, Soriano had to face two new challenges: adopting his 
steel frame for a multistory building, and creating the relaxed lifestyle of his 
houses in an apartment house on an economy-sized site. The first, technical 
question was easily answered, since Soriano already had two-story variations of 
his single-story houses in mind. Although the structure was minimal, the frame 
and foundations were designed to take an additional story if the building owner 
wanted to expand. On the other hand, the question of how to create apartments 
for informal, indoor-outdoor living had not yet been answered. 
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The booming Los Angeles of the 1950s boasted a lot of good, 
conventional apartment buildings. However, none of them offered a solution for 
the emerging postwar lifestyle. Soriano approached the question from a 
different angle to create what he considered garden apartments, rather than 
traditional European apartment buildings. He was eventually able to create 
spacious, light, and elegant flats with a strong sense of seclusion on a small, 
dense urban site. The building was celebrated as a “garden apartment that stirs 
the imagination and commands premium rents. . . . This original California 
Apartment House may match the vast influence of the California House.”125  
The apartment developer, Lucile Colby, and Soriano searched for a site 
for three months, finally settling on a 125-foot by 100-foot lot in West Los 
Angeles, with a grade difference from west to east of 13 feet. The site was 
located in a residential neighborhood and faced two streets and a 20-foot alley. 
It had a good view to the northwest to the Santa Monica Mountains. The city’s 
restrictions regarding setback, garage, and maximum height were extremely 
tight. Colby wanted to create as many rental units as possible, as well as a 
penthouse and roof garden for herself. She financed the building, so there was 
no need to consult the Federal Housing Authority. (The FHA would most likely 
not have allowed the compact massing, large site coverage, and luxurious 
penthouse, which became Colby’s main interest in the project.) 
Soriano created a single, compact 14,000-square-foot structure housing 
two studios, nine one-bedroom apartments, twelve carports, and Colby’s 
penthouse, equal in size to four rental units. Despite the dense massing and 
large building footprint, Soriano was able to create a sleek, open, and light 
building. Behind the blank, almost secretive exterior, the individual apartments 
opened to an informal, relaxed environment. “If the exterior says: ‘Private lives 
— don’t look in!’ the interiors say clearly: ‘Relax,’ proving that architecture can 
be a tonic even in mellow California.”126 The elegant apartments were grouped 
in two separate wings of two stories each; a continuous steel frame that 
extended skeletally across a narrow court united the wings. This court widened 
to a patio in the core of the building. Galleries, terraces, and rug-sized gardens 
for each apartment were woven into the overall mass of the building to create a 
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well-ventilated and spacious building plan. No front door addressed the street; 
all apartments were accessed off the internal court. Stairs led directly to the 
penthouse’s top-level entrance door.  
Soriano was concerned with designing each apartment for maximum 
livability, comfort, and privacy. The different functions of the scheme were 
zoned hierarchically, from the “public” internal circulation spine of the open 
court, through a private entrance/service zone, with bathrooms, kitchens, and 
storage adjacent to the apartment entrance, to the informal, open plan living 
areas, which had fully glazed facades that opened the small apartments up to 
the external gardens and terraces and distant views of the Santa Monica 
mountains. The gardens were accessible through 5-foot by 8-foot, full height 
sliding glass doors. The spatial and visual effect was stunning — the 
apartments had a sense of relaxed solitude, yet at the same time they offered 
light, space, transparency, and a sense of the outdoors in the middle of the city.  
The materials were similar to those in all of Soriano’s buildings of the 
period: Japanese ash for the storage units, black vitrolite — a slick, high quality 
finish — for the fireplace and bathroom walls, black and gray Formica for the 
kitchen and bathroom cabinets. Heating was provided by a radiant heating 
system integrated in the ceiling in the interior areas and in the terrazzo floor of 
the roof garden. Soriano explored one new material to achieve a greater sense 
of space within the building’s compact massing: translucent corrugated plastic. 
He used it as a railing for the external terraces and gardens and as a screen for 
the internal court, increasing the sense of light and translucency through the 
glow of the material while preserving the tenants’ privacy. 
The apartment building’s structure was steel, with 6-inch and 8-inch 
wide-flange beams and 3 1/2-inch steel pipe columns on a modular grid of 10 
feet in one direction and two bays of 20 feet and two bays of 16 feet in the 
other. The frame was designed to eliminate the need for load-bearing walls to 
support the roof and floors. 16-inch concrete piles were used under each 
column; the piles were 9 feet and 20 feet long, depending on the depth of fill 
ground. A concrete beam system in the ground tied all the columns and 
caissons foundations together. The steel frame made the building, with all its 
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luxury, fast to build and reasonable in price. The frame took 914 man-hours to 
erect, including fascia plates and stairways. The cost of steel erected was 83 
cents per square foot, less than a wooden frame at that time. 
Soriano addressed the city context by creating a layered exterior facade 
rather than a surface addressing the urban block. The three-dimensional steel 
frame was exposed and created a lightweight, linear, and rational character for 
the building, which was partially covered by the two-dimensional planes of the 
non-load-bearing elements and the terraces, and screened in by landscaping. 
Soriano carefully studied the landscaping as to type, color, shape and plants. 
About seventy species of plants were used as an integral part of the design. 
The landscaping’s color responded to the orientation of the building: to the north 
it was predominantly yellow because of the pleasant vibrancy, and blue for the 
western and southern exposures, to avoid glare. Color was also used to 
express the different structural elements of the building.  
The Colby Apartment Building was an immense commercial success. 
Due to its unique modern design, Colby was able to charge more than double 
the rent of a conventional apartment house in the same neighborhood. 
Members of the film community and other creative professions frequently used 
the apartments, which were close to the Twentieth Century Fox film studio. One 
tenant, John Nesbitt, described the quality of the apartments in a letter to 
Soriano: “There is a real sense of luxury in occupying these simply furnished 
rooms. The whole place is cheerful and gay and one doesn’t feel as disciplined 
as is the case with many contemporary buildings I have seen.” The apartments, 
though still in good condition, were demolished in the late 1980s, after the death 
of Lucile Colby. Protest by the AIA and several attempts to list the steel frame 
structure as a landmark could not stop the destruction. A higher density, 
traditional stucco apartment building now stands on the site. 
 
 
6. Perfecting the Steel Pavilion 
    (Complete Works 75-114) 
 
In 1953, Soriano moved to Tiburon, California, with his new wife, 
Elizabeth Kolberly, and her three children. This move was personally as well as 
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professionally a new start. Soriano continued to work in Los Angeles until 1960, 
completing the two largest commissions of his career, the Adolphs’s Laboratory 
and Offices in Burbank (Complete Works 88) and the Community Hospital in 
San Pedro (Complete Works 105) in collaboration with the Project Architects 
group. At the same time, Kolberly was using her connections to find clients for 
Soriano in Northern California; she was from an influential Marin County family. 
Freed from this responsibility—for which Soriano had neither taste nor talent—
he now concentrated completely on the evolution of his work. He continued to 
perfect his vision for the modern steel house, setting out the following program 
for himself in Arts & Architecture: “Project: a house that could be mass 
produced at the comparative price of wood structures; to design in steel with 
maximum efficiency and livability…for a tract house development. The most 
disciplined structure and detailing of the component parts was the most 
necessary consideration. Homebuilders have not yet fully discovered steel’s 
tremendous flexibility and timesaving potential. It is a medium in which the 
builder must have competent professional assistance to realize the greatest 
value. Here, we enter into a new phase of the building industry in housing in 
which details of a multi-story steel building, requiring not the haphazard 
concoction of timber and nails but a precise, well-detailed structure with a 
developed analysis of its component parts.”127  
Although Soriano was working during the biggest building boom in the 
history of the United States—one million houses were built each year from 1948 
to 1955—his ideas for mass-produced steel houses had not been utilized by the 
home building industry. The biggest obstacle was the construction industry’s 
reluctance to move away from wood construction, mainly because steel houses 
required a well-coordinated design and could tolerate far fewer construction 
mistakes. (On the other hand, the leading manufacturers of advanced materials, 
including Bethlehem Steel and the Aluminum Company of America [Alcoa], with 
whom Soriano had worked, were not able to offer a competitive product for the 
housing market.) The prevailing standards for housing were exemplified by Life 
magazine’s 1953 “Trade Secrets House.” The magazine set out to build a 
1,340-square-foot, “good-looking, skillfully engineered $15,000 house.” The 
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National Association of Homebuilders applied assembly-line techniques to 
create a ranch-style house that could be used for thousands of subdivisions all 
over America. Again, the construction material was wood. 
By 1953, Soriano had been making pioneering works with steel for more 
than a decade, and the building industry had evolved, too. Although the industry 
could not offer a complete construction system, more and more steel building 
components were available. “People have been using some steel in some 
places for a good, long time,” noted House and Home in 1955. “But they haven’t 
been using it as a material in its own right.…Steel today is not a raw material to 
be fashioned on site, but a vast catalog of reasonably well-coordinated 
components. And the truly astonishing fact is that you can now find a 
completely shop-fabricated steel part for almost any wood part that goes in 
today’s house.”128 What was needed, then, was a systems approach that could 
coordinate these individual components. Soriano took on the task. He continued 
to refine his building system in the years that followed his early 1950s steel 
pavilion breakthrough. 
Soriano’s first design in Tiburon was for a home and studio for his family, 
set on a picturesque hillside site in the small Marin County town. The initial 
sketches showed him shifting away from his Case Study House approach 
toward one that was simpler, more logical, easier to assemble, and more cost-
effective. The design also demonstrated a wider range of user adaptability 
through planning variations. Soriano tested several different steel frame 
modules for the design, including 8-foot, 10-foot, and 12-foot bays. He 
eventually selected the 10-foot module due to cost savings in the corrugated 
metal deck. Soriano also studied several alternatives for improving the 
performance of the light steel frame, maximizing the beam span in order to 
increase interior flexibility and programmatic indeterminacy, and inventing a 
simpler column head. Although the Case Study House had utilized a standard 
pipe column and wide-flange beams, it remained dependent on quality 
craftsmanship and time-consuming on-site assembly.  The first realized building 
with the improved structural solution was the Eichler House (Complete Works 
82). 
                                            
128 House and Home (December 1955), pp. 138-151. 
 STEEL PAVILION 99 
 
Soriano pushed forward a refined steel house system. The “bones” of the 
structure were identical—welded light steel frames spaced 10 feet apart. To 
maximize the span of the beams to up to 40 feet, he used slim, 4-inch-wide 
flange columns, which were factory connected and trucked onto site as one 
continuous rigid frame. He allowed the beams to cantilever four feet on either 
side beyond the building’s exterior. This steel cage was then covered with 
corrugated metal roof decking that structurally acted as a horizontal roof 
diaphragm, and that allowed for the maximization of both exterior and interior 
wall configurations. The frame was then enclosed by variable exterior skin 
elements including floor-to-ceiling fixed or sliding glass units, plywood units in a 
steel frame, or fiberglass and plastic panels. Interior partitions were, similar to 
the early 1950s houses, factory-made storage walls trucked to the site and 
rolled into position on dollies. Radiant heating from the exposed aggregate 
concrete slab provided thermal comfort; a fireplace supplemented the radiant 
heat on cold days and nights. Such a house was designed for year-round 
garden living and extended the interior spaces to the exterior where 
appropriate. The advantages of the optimized steel frame and the elimination of 
interior walls included an increased usable footprint that could accommodate a 
wide variety of living styles. 
Soriano expressed these structural elements by exposing the beams and 
the steel deck, which had been covered with plywood and plaster in his early-
1950s houses. With this approach, Soriano achieved both to visually express 
the logic of structural elements of the house, and to create the effect of a larger, 
continuous space. The practical advantages of this construction method were a 
simpler construction, as well an enhanced acoustical quality through the 
corrugated steel deck. This way, non-load-bearing surfaces had differing 
textures that gave them a simple, readable, and logical appearance compared 
to the structural steel structure. The only on-site fabrication required was the 
pouring of the concrete slab and the installation of some masonry, plumbing, 
and wire. Soriano had met his own exacting criteria, designing a house that was 
cost-efficient, fast to assemble, and relatively error-proof in terms of 
construction. And he was convinced that he had found the “universal” house 
solution; he did not change this system until he began working with all 
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aluminum buildings in the early 1960s. Soriano was able to realize this systems 
approach with two enlightened developers, Joseph Eichler and Frank 
McCauley, who believed that modern architecture could foster better living. 
Joseph Eichler was a developer from Palo Alto who promoted good 
modern domestic design and invested in spacious, low-cost, architect-designed 
houses. He started developing property in 1949; over the next twenty-five years 
he was responsible approximately 10,000 houses in the San Francisco Bay 
area. Eichler commissioned Soriano to build his first steel house prototype in 
1955 (Complete Works 82). This was a defining and innovative experiment—the 
smallest completely industrialized house in the United States. The house would 
not be put up for sale; Eichler considered it to be an experiment that would lead 
to increased knowledge regarding the costs of steel construction and practical 
experience in the use of steel for mass-produced buildings. Soriano’s design 
was widely published and promoted. The architect recalled, “For a few months it 
was open to the public to see. The proceeds went to the American Heart 
Association, and U.S. Steel promoted it. Eichler had built wooden houses so far, 
and the people love the clean steel structure, because it was easy to maintain 
and no spiders were able to nest in the cracked wooden beams of the previous 
Eichler houses.”129  
 
 
Figure 41 - Eichler House, Main Building Systems, 1955 
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The 1,040-square-foot, three-bedroom, two-bath house, built on a typical 
80-foot by 110-foot suburban lot in Palo Alto, was extremely compact and 
space-efficient. At the same time, it offered a high degree of functionality and a 
feeling of spaciousness. All the interior walls were actually veneered plywood 
storage units. The steel frame was painted black both inside and out, the steel 
decking was painted white, and the sliding doors were finished in yellow. 
Soriano’s color choices evolved from a consideration of the whole. “The 
utilization of color in the house served the purpose of delineating the structure, 
rather than being put on as a one-dimensional decorative effect,” he explained. 
“The result was that the builders themselves expressed surprise at the quality of 
spaciousness achieved with each room in such limited space.”130  
 
 
Figure 42 - Eichler House, Garden View, 1955 
 
The construction of the house was a study in efficiency. It took only two 
days for two builders, assisted by a crane, to erect the main structure of the 
house, which was based on seven identical 26-foot frames spaced ten feet 
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apart. It was also a model of cost-efficiency. According to Joseph Eichler’s 
calculations, the custom-built experiment, at $7 per square foot, compared 
favorably with hundreds of his wood-framed houses in the same neighborhood 
as well with the market at large. One year later, Eichler commissioned another 
other steel house. The “X-100” house was designed by A. Quincy Jones and 
attracted thousands of visitors during a promotional open house. Even with the 
favorable results yielded by these two steel experiments, Eichler decided not to 
build any additional houses in steel. This decision met with Soriano’s 
unchecked impertinence: 
“Why weren’t there more houses built like this? The answer is very 
simple: ignorance, and the propagation is done by these ignorant builders, 
developers, and bankers, who are familiar with whatever they are familiar with 
themselves. Anything else may not appeal to them as homes. The simplicity 
and clarity scares them.… It’s the ignorance of humanity. Therefore, they 
contaminated the taste of people by example of what they’re doing. So the 
result is that people think that houses should look like that. And people are 
confused. People are like sheep: you can take them one way or the other. Most 
of them don’t think.”131 
When Soriano expressed these views to Eichler, he essentially ended 
the possibility of any future collaborations. He apparently did not demand from 
himself the flexibility he demanded in his buildings. As a result of his open 
disdain for any ideas that were not aligned with his own, Soriano had once 
again cut himself out of the process. Just as John Entenza’s commission for the 
Case Study House had provided Soriano with an opportunity to advance his 
building knowledge by putting his theories into practice, Joseph Eichler had 
given him a platform from which to advance and promote his ideas and talents 
regarding the construction of the steel house. It is unfortunate that Soriano 
eventually dismissed anything that fell short of complete allegiance to his views. 
Soriano’s second steel-frame house in Northern California from this era 
was built for a private client, Dr. Cooke (Complete Works 89). The doctor and 
his wife had four children and needed a house that could respond to the 
changing needs of a maturing family. The site was located on a  lagoon in 
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Belvedere, near Soriano’s office in Tiburon. One of the client’s requirements 
was for privacy for both parents and children. Soriano achieved this by dividing 
the 2,700-square-foot plan into two 40-foot by 40-foot areas, one for the adults 
and the other for the children. The children’s area included four bedrooms, two 
baths, a playroom and eating area adjacent to the kitchen, and direct access to 
an outdoor play area. The parents’ section contained a bedroom, dressing 
room, bathroom, living-dining room, library, kitchen, laundry, sewing room, and 
carport. An inner patio and “kitchen zone” connected the two areas. All outdoor 
play areas and screens enclosed patios, with the exception of the terrace next 
to the living room, which led straight into the lagoon and functioned as a pier. 
The structure consisted of eight light steel frames that spanned forty 
feet—the maximum span Soriano was able to achieve with a tapered steal 
beam. The interior of the house had no structural framing, so the storage walls 
could be easily reconfigured to respond to changing space needs. For the client 
in search of an open plan, Soriano simplified his design until it used the smallest 
number of components. In his never-ending quest for clarity and refinement, he 
was constantly stripping away any encumbrances to flexibility, any superfluous 
expenses, any potential for error in construction, and any attachments to 
tradition that might stand in the way of achieving these goals. Any nontraditional 
building materials that might help him achieve his expressed high standards for 
performance and design were always welcome. 
 
 
Figure 43 - Cooke House, 40-foot span steel structure, 1957 
 
Soriano’s last completed steel house project were two houses for 
developer Frank McCauley in 1959 (Complete Works 102 and 103). The 
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architect designed and built two prototypes on a steep, tree-studded hillside site 
in Mill Valley. Responding to the sloping site, Soriano designed two “tree 
houses,” which were linked to the site by a small bridge. Both houses utilized 
the same structural system—a 30-foot-span steel frame with supports spaced 
ten feet apart. The program called for a 1,200-square-foot, three bedroom 
house with a two-car carport. Although houses’ structures were identical, their 
configurations were quite different, proving the system’s ability to respond to 
different site and user needs. The McCauley house was intended to be 
developed as a mass-produced series, with additional houses on the same site. 
Unfortunately, this never happened due to a personal tragedy in the developer’s 
family. The Kaiser Aluminum Company expressed some interest in continuing 
the project, but nothing came of it.  
Soriano’s residential prototypes failed to gain public acceptance. This 
lack of critical and popular acceptance for Soriano’s houses and for the 
industrialized steel house in general could not be explained solely by economic 
factors, since the prototypes were more affordable than the average 
homebuilder house. The negative response posed a question that remains 
unanswered. Why didn’t the public want these houses? In many ways, the 
houses embodied the features that young families desired—a fast-track 
construction process, a balance of economy and comfort, and an adaptability 
that could accommodate a variety of lifestyles. Still there were no takers. 
For Soriano’s postwar design approach to succeed, then, it needed to be 
applied to a commercial project—in particular one for a client who was excited 
about the flair, elegance, and novelty inherent in new materials and processes, 
and who wanted a project with a scale and budget that would allow Soriano to 
push the envelope. Soriano found both qualities in the commission for the 
Adolph’s Laboratory and Office Building in Burbank (Complete Works 88), 
which he began in 1953. With this project, he completed his journey in search of 
the prototypically modern postwar building, finally taking the technological 
achievements of the airplane industry and landing them back on earth. 
Adolph’s developed, manufactured, and sold meat tenderizer as well as 
sugar substitutes and other dietetic food products. Founded in 1949 by Lloyd 
Rigler and Lawrence Deutsch, the business was a true “American Dream” story. 
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Within three years Adolph’s was grossing more than $500,000 annually and 
was prominent in the United States and forty-seven other countries. The two 
partners had initially acquired a small plant in Burbank; by 1953, they had 
fourteen buildings scattered over several blocks. Rigler and Deutsch decided to 
move all their operations into one new building, to be constructed on an empty 
35,000-square-foot lot down the street from their existing locations. They 
wanted the new building to exemplify the meteoric rise of Adolph’s and to be a 
“tribute to free enterprise.”132 “We have successfully filled a need by producing 
beneficial products of high quality where before they had not existed,” Rigler 
declared. “We are proceeding in exactly the same manner in planning and 
building an architectural landmark which will be a pride to the community and 
give satisfaction and comfort to those who work within.”133 
Rigler and Deutsch interviewed several architects in the summer of 1953, 
but none seemed to have the flair necessary to provide Adolph’s with the 
distinctive building desired.134 At that time, Mortimer Masure suggested Raphael 
Soriano to the two businessmen. He was impressed with Soriano’s innovative 
architectural concepts and design simplicity. Masure was a friend of Lloyd 
Rigler with a Ph.D. in chemistry and a strong interest in architecture, who joined 
Adolph’s as chemist and investment advisor in 1950. After several conferences 
with Soriano as well as visits to a number of his completed buildings, Rigler and 
Deutsch selected Soriano to design the new building.135 “Soriano courted me 
like a woman, sending me flowers every week,”136 remembered Rigler. He 
would become Soriano’s close friend and lifelong patron.  
The design process began in 1953 and the building was completed in 
1957. Rigler was impressed by Soriano’s approach, which consisted of a 
meticulous evaluation of the company’s business and staff needs. He recalled 
that Soriano spent weeks interviewing every single employee before he started 
to design. The program called for a 25,000-square-foot office and laboratory 
building that would permit growth and be flexible enough to accommodate 
efficient and pleasant working areas for an administrative staff of more than a 
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hundred people; a private executive area for the president and vice president, 
including a private patio, swimming pool and dining area; a technical research 
kitchen and laboratory; a food testing area; a computer room; staff amenities; 
office and lab support areas; and car parking.  
Soriano’s one-story design covered an entire city block, which was 
bordered by three surface streets and a back alley. A perforated aluminum 
screen and a green planting strip ran in front of the three major facades to 
buffer the offices from traffic and mediate the oppressive heat of the San 
Fernando Valley. The screen admitted diffused light while affording complete 
privacy, and because it began five feet above ground, each office had a view of 
the garden that surrounded the structure. The screen also functioned as a 
billboard, advertising Adolph’s progressive image to passing cars on the busy 
boulevard. Pedestrians approached the main entrance via a sloping 70-foot 
ramp behind a black Carrara glass wall. The ramp led to a lush garden; arriving 
visitors would take a turn left toward the main entrance, whereupon an even 
grander entrance presented itself. Steps led up to a landing alongside which 
was a fishpond. Passing through the entry doors into the main reception area, 
fish entering the same interior space might accompany one — the indoor-
outdoor pond was continuous beneath the glass façade. 
Once inside, visitors saw a series of light-filled patios, gardens, and office 
areas opening up before them. The distinction between offices and laboratories 
was swept away; provisions for adaptability and services were the design 
priorities. Instead of creating a finite form, Soriano considered the entire life 
cycle of the building, from construction through all anticipated uses. Half of the 
site was interwoven with small and large gardens and courtyards, skillfully 
arranged so that every office and lab had direct access to natural foliage and 
attractive landscaping. The patios introduced distant views from almost every 
point in the building and functioned as green buffers that naturally cooled the 
building. Offices were situated at the building’s perimeter to provide each 
worker with maximum daylight, natural ventilation, and views. The central-most 
portion of the building housed all functions that were unrelated to the outside or 
that required enhanced security, such as research labs, the computer room, 
and the library and documentation center. The southern part of the building 
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contained two managers’ offices facing a large court and swimming pool. On 
the opposite side of the court was the staff dining room and a partially paved 
garden patio. 
 
 
Figure 44 - Adolph's Office Building, Entrance View, 1957 
 
Soriano’s design was as innovative as it could be. Many of the concepts 
he developed for residential projects could finally blossom in this office building. 
As the client proudly pointed out during the design process: “Many of the 
concepts and features are so unique that the finished project will stand out as 
one of the most well-planned office buildings.”137  
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Figure 45 - Adolph's Section, 1955 
 
The light, long-span structural system was independent of bearing walls, 
allowing for flexibility and the future rearrangement of the office functions even 
after the building was occupied. The major construction element was an open-
web steel truss, two feet deep and spanning clear forty feet, supported by 8-
inch-wide flange columns. The truss cantilevered twenty feet out on the alley 
side and ten feet toward the main street. This frame occurred in twenty-foot 
intervals. Acoustically insulated, 2-foot-wide steel decking spanned the entire 
twenty feet without additional support; it was strong enough to support a future 
second story. The interior space under the roof was left completely free, as in 
his residential projects, but such an arrangement defied conventional wisdom, 
as Soriano recalled: “And I remember times when I built houses like that, 
afterwards people used to say ‘What is that? Is that a house?’ And I said, Yes. 
‘Where are the rooms?’ I said, You wait. They’ll be there. We used to finish the 
whole thing: finish the ceiling, the roof, and all floors, and then we used to install 
the…outside enclosure. And then the inside still was a huge cube, empty. And 
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then the prefabricated cabinets used to make the rooms.”138 The cabinets, 
shipped to the site preassembled, served as storage walls, room dividers, and 
service walls (as chases for air-conditioning and electrical infrastructure). The 
cabinets’ bases delineated the hallways and sat on top of a utility tunnel that 
distributed the main services. Lighting was integrated into the top of the 
cabinets; the steel ceiling acted as a reflector to provide indirect lighting. The air 
return was also located on top of the cabinets. Heating was provided with 
radiant heat in the concrete floor in the offices and the outdoor patios. Every 
office had individual controls for temperature, light, and music. 
In his search for better performing, lighter, and more cost-effective 
materials, Soriano explored the potential of two new materials—aluminum and 
Plexiglas. Aluminum was used for 4-foot by 12-foot panels set in structural 
aluminum frames spanning twenty feet at the end of the steel cantilever, with ¼-
inch perforations in a 3/8-inch staggered pattern. Also, all the sliding glass walls 
were set in structural aluminum frames. Soriano was so committed to the use of 
aluminum that he marked in all of the aluminum elements in his cross-section 
drawings. 
Plexiglas was used for the transoms between the storage units and the 
ceiling to allow for maximum natural light throughout the building. Soriano later 
described the challenge of using Plexiglas for the first time: 
“When we did these details under my supervision, my own details of 
Plexiglas, then the men said, ‘Well, we can always put a putty.’ I said, No 
putties in my building. ‘Well, how are we going to have the seal completely 
sealed for sound?’ I said, Well, use your brains. See what you can do. I 
challenged them. But I knew already what we do. Well, they couldn’t think of it, 
putty was the only thing. I said, Look, why do you suppose I ordered these 
Plexiglas transoms to have a half-round end? ‘I thought we are going to fill this 
with putty.’ No, you put this in a tube, a round tube out of Plexiglas or Lucite. 
Set it in there, half in there, half against the ceiling. That makes a perfect 
adhesion and it takes in all the different defects of the metal corrugation and 
makes a perfect fit. And that seals the noise. Better than putty.”139  
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The Adolph’s building had a practical, light, and minimalist elegance. 
Nothing in this box was superfluous; all components worked together. What is 
still impressive, after almost half a century, is how all the components are 
integrated in one cohesive system. The building was the crowning achievement 
of Soriano’s work between 1945 and 1960, the transformation of an industrial 
box into an art form for living and working.  
  
 
7. Culminating with a System Blueprint 
    (Complete Works 115-150) 
 
Soriano’s contribution to American architecture became far more crucial 
than the design of innovative stand-alone buildings, which simply pioneered 
new materials. In the early 1960ies, Soriano had become, like Henry Ford at the 
beginning of the 20th century for the automobile industry and others in emerging 
industries like electric power and oil refining, a systems engineer. He saw the 
entire building process  - programming, design, construction and mass 
marketing - as a single system to be planned and managed. Each scale of his 
systems design - from detail design to regional planning - was integrated to 
work together to perform a function.  The systems approach stressed a total, 
rather than a fragmented look at problems, and it emphasized to see each 
component in its context, an looked at feedback relationships among 
subsystems and the larger wholes formed by these elements. 
As between 1950 and 1970 the technology of World War II and then the 
Cold War was transferred from military to civilian use, social, economic, and 
political systems increased in complexity. Interdisciplinary thinking, which in the 
early 1940s had led to the invention of operational research, spread rapidly and 
entered every aspect of American life. Most businesses and industries moved 
swiftly to embrace advances in science and technology. As a result, the task of 
understanding and controlling manmade systems became increasingly difficult. 
New management tools had to be developed to control and operate complex 
systems. Industries organized similarly to the centralized, vertically integrated 
military were the first to take up the systems approach. In the oil industry, for 
example, a few large corporations controlled the entire process, from 
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exploration to final point of sale. All of the steps in the operation were controlled 
by one executive group with near absolute power, with the opportunity for long-
range planning and the organizational framework to execute those plans.  
The building industry could hardly have been further removed from the 
military or the corporate giants. If large-scale, well-integrated operations were 
prerequisites to meaningful systems development, then the building industry 
utterly failed to embrace systems techniques as a means of improving its 
position in the marketplace. Buildings were still designed and constructed 
locally by a loosely coordinated group of investors, financial institutions, 
manufacturers, building contractors, subcontractors, engineers and designers 
on a project-by-project basis. The challenge for the building industry, then, was 
to look at the entire building process, including user demand, design, 
procurement, component production, construction, and operation. This required 
fundamental changes in the roles and responsibilities of owner, architect, 
manufacturer, and contractor.140 
The School Construction Systems Development project (SCSD) of the 
early 1960s, led by Ezra Ehrenkrantz, was the first major application of systems 
thinking to the building industry. The project applied industrial techniques of 
standardization and systems analysis to develop a new and more economical 
building technology. The organization’s specific objective was to respond to the 
increasing number of children entering school as a result of the baby boom; 
systems thinking perceived schools as “environments for learning” rather than 
as a fixed building idea. 
The first SCSD prototype was completed in 1964 on the Stanford 
University campus. It received worldwide attention, mainly for the introduction of 
the performance specification approach to design and procurement, which 
revolutionized the construction industry. This approach differed from previous 
prefabricated buildings methods in that it avoided having to found a whole new 
industry to manufacture an entirely new building system. Ehrenkrantz 
established performance standards for his buildings, not aesthetic or 
construction norms, and he encouraged manufacturers to design their own 
components to meet the performance criteria for the four typical building 
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systems—structure, services, facade, and interior. It was the SCSD’s vision that 
this “open system” approach could provide a variety of different functional 
solutions and aesthetic forms, thereby avoiding the much-criticized monotony 
and homogeneity of postwar architecture. 
This open-ended method echoed the approach Soriano had taken in the 
design of all his houses during the 1950s. The SCSD prototype at Stanford 
campus not only shared a visual resemblance to Soriano’s postwar work—an 
open plan under a floating roof—but its intellectual roots could be traced back to 
him. In 1958, Soriano had begun comparative research on school building 
systems for one of California’s school districts. It was two years later, in October 
1960, that Ehrenkrantz started to work on his modular coordination project for 
the Cupertino School District, which would lead to the SCSD program. (This 
effort was backed by the Ford Foundation and developed in a joint venture with 
Stanford University’s Educational Facilities Laboratory in Palo Alto.)141 The 
exact details of Ehrenkrantz and Soriano’s relationship remain unclear; 
however, an exchange of letters between their lawyers in the Soriano Archives 
indicate that Soriano felt that his ideas had been taken over without his 
consent.142  
At the same time, as Soriano was nearing the age of sixty, his personal 
life was falling apart. His wife divorced him, and after the completion of the 
McCauley houses in 1959, he had no active work in his office. A few years of 
personal reorganization led to him adopting a new approach in 1963. Following 
his success in pioneering the steel house—applying industrialization, 
prefabrication, and modular design to his buildings—Soriano further systemized 
his approach to architecture. He traded thorough scientific research and 
analysis for day-to-day practice. First, he expanded his interests and project 
scale to urban and regional planning, as highlighted by the change of his 
professional title to “Raphael S. Soriano, FAIA, Architect and Regional Planning 
Consultant.” Second, he developed a new building system, the All Aluminum 
House system, which in 1965 he introduced as “Soria Structures.”   
Inherent to the systems development approach was the basic 
assumption that all systems affect and are affected by the environment in which 
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they operate, be it physical, technical, economic, management, or social. A 
system was defined as a way of looking at an object, not the object itself; a 
building was a “kit of parts” with rules for combination into a system, creating an 
“environment for living.” Soriano focused on the entire building process—
including user demand, materials selection, manufacturing process, 
construction sequence, and cost analysis—to integrate all aspects into one 
system, Soria Structures. The result was that Soriano moved beyond the idea of 
understanding a building as a system of standardized components to be 
assembled on site; Soria Structures stood for a set of actions to be taken by the 
future inhabitants of these buildings. Put in the context of the SCSD project, 
Soria Structures could be seen as integrated “Residential Construction Systems 
Development.”  
Around 1963, Soriano made a significant change from his previous work 
by selecting aluminum as the preferred building material for almost all of his 
projects. He had been exposed to aluminum while making his war-era 
prototypes, and he had specified aluminum for certain building components for 
years, mainly in 8-foot sliding-glass doors. Soriano’s exploration of the material 
peaked with the perforated aluminum screen that wrapped around three 
facades of the Adolph’s building. Still, it took almost twenty years from the time 
he first began to work with aluminum before he was to use it in the main 
structure of his houses. He remarked: “We fly airplanes with aluminum, …we 
don’t fly them with wood. They don’t last three minutes in all this fantastic 
stresses that will take the plane going at such a speed and such altitudes. All 
the stuff we are doing for space, of what are they made? Aluminum and other 
alloyed sophisticated aluminum.” 143 
For Soriano, aluminum not only embodied scientific and technological 
progress, it was also a natural choice for an architect who had tried to do more 
with less throughout his career. To make buildings even more lightweight, he 
studied the potential applications of paper, plastic, and other materials. The 
practical advantages for his aluminum constructions were immediately 
apparent: the lower weight allowed it to be shipped in containers to any place in 
the world at minimum cost; it was stronger than steel; it was virtually 
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maintenance-free when given an anodized or baked enamel finish; and it was 
cheaper than steel. A disadvantage—aluminum’s energy-intensive refining 
process—was mitigated over the entire life cycle of the material; in the end, it 
uses less energy than steel, since it is one of the most recyclable industrial 
materials. 
Soriano wanted to offer a minimal and easy-to-erect building system. He 
claimed that six workers could erect all the aluminum parts for two houses in 
five days.144 To achieve this ambition, Soriano once again refined his main 
structural system. The one-piece, moment-resistant frame of his steel houses 
was still too complicated for long-distance transportation and it still needed 
welding, which required skilled labor. So Soriano separated the structural 
elements into 4-inch-square columns, which were then sandwiched between a 
pair of C-channels. He developed a minimal, elegant column head that could be 
easily assembled on site with four screws and still provide a moment-resistant 
frame. A balloon-framed building could be erected with only hammer and nails; 
Soriano’s vision was for an industrialized equivalent, a construction system that 
required only a wrench.  
 
Figure 46 - Soria Structures, Aluminum Construction, 1965 
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Soriano designed exclusively with aluminum for the rest of his career. 
Since 1950, when he attended an Alcoa conference in Boca Raton, Florida, 
Soriano had worked closely with the aluminum manufacturer, and he developed 
a lifelong friendship with Alcoa chairman Fritz Close. A second Alcoa-sponsored 
conference, the “Creative Conference on Housing,” followed in April 1957. 
Pierre Belluschi, dean of the School of Architecture at M.I.T., invited Raphael 
Soriano, Craig Ellwood, Carl Koch, Wallace Harrison, Charles Goodman, and 
others to this workshop, “to provide the climate for a highly stimulating 
discussion of the home of the near future, the directions research should take, 
the specific problem areas, the controlling considerations.”145 Soriano’s All 
Aluminum Soria Structures would go the furthest in meeting this objective. 
The “kit of parts” Soriano consequently put together was a refinement of 
his earlier steel houses. The open plan under a floating roof, the linear 
organization of the floor plan, the minimum structural frame, the three-
dimensional storage walls that created rooms, and the lightweight planes 
creating the exterior of the building, did not change. However, the “operational 
rules” for combining these elements to create “environments for living” were 
now systematically demonstrated.  
To demonstrate the variety of different lifestyles and appearances that 
his system offered, Soriano developed an entire “series” of schemes. This 
industrial product range for different house types started from “Type 500,” went 
up to “Type 2400,” and concluded with “Type Apartment,” a multistory 
apartment building. The house type number referred to the size of the living 
area of a house or apartment unit in square feet. 
Soriano’s system blueprints were developed with perfection; they were 
detailed, priced, and weighed to demonstrate their better value, the increased 
productivity of the construction industry, better quality control and reduced 
construction time. Next to their technical and economical advantages, they also 
showed the importance of their future inhabitants in the design process. The 
housing system provided a flexible stage for different lifestyles, an “environment 
for living,” which required the active participation of the future inhabitants. While 
individual variety was encouraged, the houses’ flexible framework of rules for 
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combination unified them in an egalitarian manner. This technical solution was 
democratic in the sense that it was always the same generic system, regardless 
of different building types, social status, luxury, simplicity, or wealth. The 
liberation of the individual and the promise of private happiness summed up the 
spirit of Soriano’s Soria Structures. They were designed to change over time, 
offering their future inhabitants the chance for deliberate and active 
participation. 
In the 1960s, Soriano expanded his studies to city and regional planning. 
“Total Planning of regions and of cities is important for progress and 
survival…not just individual buildings,” he wrote in 1965.146 With his All 
Aluminum system, Soriano wanted to show that “everything is connected with 
everything,” and that his system would work at every stage, from detail to 
regional planning. He also addressed two of the burning urban and regional 
planning issues of the time: global population growth and the cancer-like 
expansion of the automobile-dependent suburbs. The question of the influence 
of urban form on the health of the individual as well as the community had been 
made popular by Jane Jacobs’s pivotal book The Death and Life of Great 
American Cities. Her analysis was followed by an equally decisive publication 
by of one of Soriano’s former collaborators, Serge Chermayeff, who with 
Christopher Alexander published Community And Privacy in 1963. Their study 
followed Jacobs’s analysis in a more scientific way, focusing on new patterns 
for suburban housing. The common theme of these books was the question, 
How can we create a livable urban environment once the traditional city is 
gone? 
Soriano’s proposal addressed fundamental questions raised by these 
studies. He did not develop new strategies for urban and regional concepts, but 
took the most advanced ideas of others to demonstrate that his All Aluminum 
system would work within the framework of their thoughts. His main references 
were the Ideal City movements of the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century. These urban schemes were developed along with a linear traffic 
infrastructure but protected nature on a regional scale. The earliest example 
was Spanish writer Soria y Matay’s 1882 La Ciudad Lineal (The Linear City). 
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His idea was based on the observation that the growth of centralized cities 
started along the traffic arteries. He promoted the management of this growth 
pattern to protect open space. These thoughts were followed by Le Corbusier’s 
Radiant City proposals of the 1930s. Inspiring Soriano most of all, though, was 
Ludwig Hilberseimer’s rational 1940s Chicago Plan,” which merged living with 
nature. His further studies for a hierarchy of densities closely followed 
Alexander and Chermayeff’s thoughts for the dense grouping of single-family 
houses.  
The last step of Soriano’s integrated systems approach addresses the 
project and management aspects of the building industry. In 1965 Soriano filed 
for a trademark for “Soria Structures,” which he described as “plans and 
blueprints for prefabricated modular buildings.” The United States Patent Office 
granted the trademark on 10 May 1966. In 1967, Soriano set up a company with 
the same name in Dallas, Texas, to market his buildings worldwide. He also 
continued to explore a possible joint venture with Alcoa. He wrote to Alcoa 
chairman Fritz Close: 
“As you know, the government and private developers have expressed a 
substantial amount of interest in my modular All Aluminum concept for 
luxurious, low cost housing, schools, and commercial applications. I am 
presently engaged with them in serious discussions on projects for various 
mainland locations and overseas. You are familiar with the planning which is 
taking place with respect to a large project in the Belgian Congo. In this regard, 
I remain anxious to know of your success in encouraging the World Bank to 
underwrite the project. Since speaking with you last, I have learned that the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo ambassador to the United States is 
interceding also with the World Bank. Thanks in part to your recommendations; 
I am also engaged in serious discussions with respect to projects in Central 
America and Guam.…In light of all the developments, I am of the opinion that a 
meeting with the purpose of determining the basis upon which my concepts 
would become available to Alcoa for production and broad application, is 
necessary.”147 
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As much as Alcoa was interested in Soriano’s work, and as much as they 
supported him financially and with research and development assistance, they 
decided not to manufacture and promote Soria Structures, because Alcoa could 
not see a mass market for Soriano’s product. 
During the more than ten years Soriano promoted his All-Aluminum 
building system, only twelve of the houses were built. The first All Aluminum 
Home was for Albert Grossman in Los Angeles in 1964. Eleven houses followed 
the next year for a tract home development in Maui for developer Winston 
Watanabe. To the same degree that the Hawaii project ended as a disaster, the 
house for Albert Grossman was a success. “Mr. Aluminum,” as Albert 
Grossman teasingly referred to himself, was a cousin of Abe Grossman, who 
invented the Glide Aluminum window. Albert Grossman himself was a 
successful aluminum contractor who, among other activities, specified and 
installed aluminum curtain walls. Grossman met Soriano for the first time on the 
Cooke House project in Belvedere in 1957, where he supplied the aluminum 
sliding doors. Soriano came to him in 1963 because he wanted to design 
aluminum houses for General Somoza in Nicaragua. Nothing came of this, but 
Grossman returned to Soriano that year because he wanted to build the first All 
Aluminum Home. Fascinated by the idea that his products could be displayed in 
his own residence, Grossman agreed to build a 3,200-square-foot, four 
bedroom, three-bath house with a light aluminum frame in the Hollywood Hills 
overlooking Studio City. The one-story, flat-roofed building consisted of ten rigid 
aluminum frames spanning two 20-foot bays, spaced ten feet apart. Aluminum 
sliding-glass doors and painted aluminum panels lined its perimeter. Inside 
walls were finished with Micarta, a plastic laminate. The design employed a 
wide color palette that included purple columns and bronze anodized beams 
meeting yellow-green plastic laminate in the main living quarters; the bedrooms 
and bathrooms came in violet, coral, blue, white, and avocado. Soriano, in a not 
unusual fit of temper, walked off the job before its completion, but Grossman 
picked up where Soriano left off, using skills gleaned while growing up in the 
roofing and sheet metal business to supervise construction. Still, Grossman had 
problems financing the house because it used aluminum. Even Prudential, one 
of the largest mortgage companies in the U.S.A, would not finance his house 
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because it was too unusual. This clearly irritated him: “The fact that aluminum 
was already being used in commercial developments did not seem to be 
relevant,” explained Grossman. “You’re a goddamn stupid idiot,” Grossman told 
the man from Prudential. “I’ve been in a 50 story building called Prudential in 
Boston in 1956, in which you have 50 stories of my home stacked on top of the 
other, and freezing weather. All curtain walls, which I had specified…and you 
won’t finance my home in the tropics. You are a goddamn fool!”148  
Grossman was one of the first to visit Soriano’s houses in Hawaii. He 
was shocked: “The contractors didn’t know what they were doing.”149 Soriano’s 
belief that six unskilled workers could erect one Aluminum House in a few days 
proved to be wrong. Despite meticulous drawings from Soriano, the sugar cane 
workers employed to construct the buildings did not know what to do with the 
unfamiliar building components and made the most basic mistakes, forgetting, 
for instance, to install the acoustic separation between rooms. “The houses 
were not inhabitable,” Grossman recalled.150 Soriano himself had a more 
positive take on the construction story. The houses were designed in Tiburon, 
manufactured in Los Angeles, and shipped in containers to Hawaii. He 
supervised the construction of the houses, which were assembled from 3-inch 
aluminum tubular columns, 9-inch C-channel aluminum beams, corrugated 
aluminum decking, aluminum sliding-glass doors, and embossed aluminum wall 
panels. Soriano blamed the developer, Winston Watanabe, for the disaster, and 
the houses were sold immediately after completion to a Dutch investor who put 
tiki roofs with neon signs on the buildings. He “converted my aluminum housing 
to a whorehouse and a gambling joint,” Soriano remembered.151 The Hawaii 
houses were the last buildings completed by Soriano; he would never be able to 
take his residential systems approach further. 
Where could Soriano go from there? He had already fulfilled his mission 
for steel, exploring for thirty years the application of the material in domestic and 
commercial architecture. His All Aluminum structures needed believers, as well 
as land to be built on. Ultimately, his one-solution-fits-all Soria Structures, as 
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well designed as they were, proved to be not enough. The systems approach 
for living was not embraced by either consumers or corporations who, during 
the 1960s, began to seek new ways for individual self-expression, not 
systemization. 
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Figure 47 - System Blueprint 1, 1965 
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Figure 48 - System Blueprint 2, 1965 
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Figure 49 - System Blueprint 3, 1965 
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Figure 50 - System Blueprint 4, 1965 
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Figure 51 - System Blueprint 5, 1965 
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Figure 52 - System Blueprint 6, 1965 
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With all facets of a culture of greater plurality in architectural expression 
to come, which valued the individual, special, expressive and localized, there 
was no place left for Soriano. He favored industrial technology and mass 
production, which produced elements and buildings that were collective, typical, 
anonymous and egalitarian in character and function. His architecture was not 
longer the promise for a better postwar life; it became a symbol of the rigid 
technocratic reality of the conservative Cold War establishment. It was one of 
his virtues, though, that he was strong enough and stubborn enough to stick to 
his convictions of midcentury modernization. Soriano did not slither into 
formalism, as did most of his contemporaries and the younger generation. In 
1963 he began anew. He systemized his lifetime achievements by developing a 
comprehensive all-aluminum building system as well as a typology for living and 
regional planning, and founded even his own company Soria Structures to 
design and build these buildings. The price for Soriano’s persistence of vision 
was high—he disappeared into oblivion.  
Soriano’s role was pivotal to the evolution of the Modern California 
House. First, he is the missing link from the early generation of California 
modernist to the postwar generation. Second, he pioneered the California steel 
house, which became the icon for thirty years of Midcentury Modernism. Third, 
these houses are not a postwar revolution, as so far described in architectural 
history. More importantly, they are the climax of an evolution that started with 
Roosevelt’s New Deal reforms in 1933 and ended by 1960 due to Cold War 
political circumstances. 
Throughout the three major developmental steps of Soriano’s oeuvre one 
can see the common theme of finding an architectural solution that is universal, 
that transcends ethnic characteristics, and that avoids personal styles and 
fashions. The catalyst to this design approach was Soriano’s personal 
experience of conflicting cultures, violence und turmoil following World War 1, 
and the finding of a better life in California. With his exceptional artistic 
sensibility, Soriano counterbalanced the horrors of his early life with two 
uncompromising aesthetic themes in his architectural design approach: pure 
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rationalism and unification of architecture and environment. Whilst his buildings 
may seem hard on paper, they are architecture with a sensible aesthetic quality. 
 His pure rationalism and solid geometry treated planning and space with 
economic intent. With textbook clarity, he pushed the architectural solutions 
towards clarity of thought and systematization. Aesthetically, he moved from the 
plain white planes and cubes of his early work to a more and more consequent 
expression of the structural elements and industrialized building components.  
This had three aesthetic effects: one, his economical planned spaces appeared 
visually larger; second, the quality of the industrialized building components 
improved, so that they could be expressed; and, third, inherent to Soriano’s 
systems approach was to find a minimal, simple and efficient design solutions 
which could be mass-produced and assembled without complications on site.  
With the unification of architecture and environment, he integrated two 
seemingly dichotomous elements – nature and geometric structural form. The 
sharp, geometric forms of his buildings were set in the rugged landscape of the 
arid environment in California. Moving away from the cubes of his early work, 
where he used horizontal bands of windows to permit views on the surrounding 
landscape, he introduced horizontal planes, which functioned as a floating roof, 
and made the walls under this roof disappear. At the same time, the floor level 
of the house and nature was one, defining the transition between inside and 
outside in a fuzzy changeover. 
Steel as the construction material of Soriano’s choice was the perfect 
means to an end. In terms of construction it was light, small in dimension, and it 
permitted a structural system that allowed for the flexibility of an open plan in 
terms of use, and the three-dimensional kit of parts in terms of assembly.  It 
became competitive in regards to construction costs compared to wood 
structures. Improvements in the steel construction technology, and its ability to 
connect the individual steel components, marked the three evolutionary steps of 
his postwar steel houses: first, still a mixed wood and steel construction with 
craftsmanship construction on site; second, a pure steel structural systems, 
however, still welded on site, and third, a truly prefabricated structural system, 
welded in the factory. The culmination was the All-Aluminum house, which was 
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simply screwed together on site, and the welded steel details were replaced by 
simple nuts and bolds connections. 
Today, now that half a century has elapsed and ideological clashes have 
subsided, we can benefit again from the elegance, thoughtfulness, and 
ingenuity with which Soriano shaped an entire generation’s dream for modern 
living. His buildings are icons of thirty years of American Midcentury Modernism. 
They are the built utopia of the modern American that the global war created - 
built on Roosevelt’s liberal New Deal foundations and an unprecedented 
industrial mobilization. 
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Part 3: COMPLETE WORKS OF RAPHAEL S. SORIANO 
 
This is the first catalogue ever assembled on Raphael S. Soriano’s work. 
It contains every project and building associated with Soriano’s name. It is 
organized in chronological order, beginning with Soriano’s 1928 student work at 
the University of Southern California, and ending with his 1980 Barnsdall Art 
Center design in Los Angeles. The author has established the numbering 
system. For each year, the realized buildings are listed first, then the unbuilt 
projects. If a project date was not documented, the year was estimated by the 
author and marked with a star (*). Any collaboration with other architects has 
been noted in the text.  From 1965 onwards, the point at which Soriano founded 
his company Soria Structures, Inc. to promote his modular All Aluminum 
building systems worldwide, it became difficult to distinguish between business 
development inquiries and real projects. For each project entry, all significant 
literature has been listed. 
 
 
1. Key Research Sources 
· Archives – Special Collections, College of Environmental Design, 
California State Polytechnic University, Pomona, California. 
· Visual Recourses Library, College of Environmental Design, California 
State Polytechnic University, Pomona, California. 
· Julius Shulman Archives, Los Angeles 
· Ernest Braun Archives, San Francisco 
· University of California, Los Angeles, Oral History Program 
· Smithsonian, Washington D.C. 
· Private Collection of Olivier Bossier, Paris 
· Private Collection of Elaine K. S. Jones, Los Angeles 
· Private Collection of Pierre Koenig, Los Angeles 
· Private Collection of Wolfgang Wagener, Los Angeles  
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2. Office Locations 
 
Raphael S. Soriano’s studio, which employed up to ten people, was 
located at following locations: 
 
1935 - 1944 
1207 Miramar Street, Hollywood, California 
 
1945 - 1952 
6731 Leland Way, Hollywood, California 
 
1953 - 1986 
21 Main Street, Tiburon, California 
  
 
 
3. Raphael S. Soriano Archives 
Soriano himself in 1988 originally gave the entire Raphael S. Soriano 
collection to Richard Chylinski.  Chylinski, who was at that time the Dean of the 
College of Environmental Design, California State Polytechnic University, 
Pomona, secured a permanent home which would be accessible to the public. 
Today, all original Soriano drawings from his student days to his death, 
correspondences and personal effects are preserved at the Archives - Special 
Collections at the College of Environmental Design, California State Polytechnic 
University, Pomona.  In addition, more than 6,000 personal slides were 
integrated into the Visual Recourses Library at the College of Environmental 
Design, California State Polytechnic University, Pomona.  
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4. Percentage of Built Projects 
1935 – 1944  55% out of 32 (in his Thirties)  
1945 – 1954  40% out of 49 (in his Forties) 
1955 – 1964  25% out of 38 (in his Fifties) 
1965 – 1974    5% out of 26 (in his Sixties) 
1975 – 1984    0% out of 4 (his Seventies) 
 
 
5. State of Existing Buildings 
In preparing this catalogue, I visited all of Soriano’s known remaining structures 
during 1999 and 2000, except his All Aluminum Houses in Hawaii. One word of 
caution: his buildings suffered an unusually high toll due to fire, earthquakes 
and demolition; all of his commercial structures are gone, most tragically the 
Adolph’s building in 1992 due to arson. Of the single-family houses that still 
stand, many have undergone the more insidious architectural scourge of poor 
remodeling.  The City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission listed two 
houses as Historic-Cultural Monuments: the Julius Shulman House in 1987, the 
only unaltered steel-framed building, and the Albert Grossman House in 1997, 
the only unaltered aluminum-framed building. These two houses remain 
inhabited by their original owners.  I noted the condition of the still existing 
buildings at the end of each project description.  
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6. Image and Floor Plan Sources 
All images and drawings are from the Soriano Archives, Pomona, except 
the two photos of project 119 - Grossman House -, which are from the author’s 
collection, and the photo of project 82 - Eichler House -, which is from the 
Ernest Braun Archive. The images and floor plans have been selected by the 
author to illustrate the evolution of Soriano’s work. They are a cross section of 
the key drawings and images. For all projects, additional material is available in 
the Raphael Soriano Archives, Pomona. The exact number of the drawings per 
project is not available, since the research material has not yet been 
systematically archived by the Soriano archives. The floor plans are reproduced 
at a 1:200 scale, unless noted differently.  
Most of the floor plan drawings have been edited by the author to 
improve the didactic legibility. Following graphic information has been added, if 
appropriate: 
 
North Arrow 
 
Main Entrance 
 
Car Symbol 
 
Outdoor Patio 
Structural Grid for the Steel Projects   
(10 foot bays, unless noted differently) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N 
 
Key (e.g.) 
1 Entrance Hall 
2 Living Room 
3 Master Bed Room 
4 Bath Room 
5 Guest Toilet 
6 Dining Room 
7 Kitchen 
8 Utility Room 
9 Laundry Room 
10 Garage 
10 foot 10 foot 10 foot 10 foot 
i 
Map 
 
Locations of all realized Soriano 
buildings in Los Angeles. The 
numbers refer to the complete 
works section. 
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 iii
0  
Student Works 
1928-1934 
 
 
Raphael S. Soriano studied at the University at Southern California 
in Los Angeles between 1928 and 1934. At that time, it was the 
only university in Southern California that offered an architectural 
program. The drawings document Soriano’s break from the 
traditional Beaux Arts curriculum taught at USC towards his 
original thoughts on International Style and early California 
Modernism. 
 
1928 
Erectheum 
 
1929 
Doric 
Korinthian 
Facade of a Private Aquarium 
Museo  
Une Niche 
Unidentified Monument 
Unidentified Pavilion  
Wellhead 
 
1930 
Men’s Club 
Puerta Espanola 
Roman  
Unidentified Pavilion 
 
1931 
County of Los Angeles Patriotic Hall 
 
1932 
Memorial to Thomas A. Edison 
 
Unidentified Date 
Atelier for a Wrought Iron Craftsman 
Bank Interior 
Commemorative Plaza 
Garden Club Building 
Marionette Theatre 
Meteorological Station  
Monastic Chapel  
Monumental Stair 
Nightclub Interior 
Planetarium    
Police Station  
Residence for a College Dean 
Suburban Bank 
Suburban Railroad Station 
Tennis Court Building 
Unidentified Church 
Unidentified Door/Window Detail 
Unidentified Streetscape  
Village Inn 
 
 
 
  Doric, 1929 
Korinthian, 1929 
 iv
 v
1 
Community Theatre for a 
Cooperative Town Development 
Client: Regional Planning 
Commission of Los Angeles 
County 
Los Angeles, California 
School and Concert Hall  
 (WPA project) 
1935 
 
After graduating from the University of Southern California, 
Soriano worked on Work Progress Administration (WPA) projects 
in the Los Angeles County engineer’s office beginning 1935 to the 
spring of 1936. The WPA schemes were federally funded New 
Deal projects to pull the state out of the depression. Soriano 
worked closely with the county architect Cassat Griffin, who 
educated him in low-cost construction, in essence, framing with 
wood. This semi circle design depicts a main auditorium stage, 
workshops, lounge, painting studio and rehearsal areas for a 
community theater. It was to have been constructed of stucco and 
wood but was never built. The study echoes Richard Neutra's 
International Style, in particular Neutra's Ring Plan School project, 
which was presented at the 1932 International Style exhibition in 
the Museum of Modern Art, New York. Soriano had worked in 
Neutra’s office between 1930 and 1932, where he had been 
engaged in designing  this school project as well as on the ongoing 
Rush City project. 
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2 
Dormitory for 50 Unemployed 
Men  
Client: Regional Planning 
Commission of Los Angeles 
County 
Los Angeles, California 
Dormitory  (WPA project) 
1935 
 
 
Soriano's second project for the Work Progress Administration 
(WPA). No further records left in the Soriano archives. Not built. 
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Indigent Housing Project 
m 1:200 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key 
1 Living Room 
2 Kitchen 
3 Bed Room 
4 Patio 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
 
N 
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3 
Indigent Housing Project 
Client: Regional Planning 
Commission of Los Angeles 
County 
Los Angeles, California  
One and Two Family Units (WPA 
project) 
1935 - 1936 
 
 
 
 
Designed for any site application, this housing study for low-
income workers is Soriano's third Work Progress Administration 
(WPA) project. Soriano explored several building types with one to 
three bedrooms, living rooms, kitchen and dining space, which 
were arranged in one-story duplexes or single family houses.  
Soriano's design principles for his later houses during the 
depression years were already established: a cost efficient 
construction – either in wood or concrete, a practical plan with 
maximum space efficiency, a functional household organization for 
minimum work, built in furniture, response to climate, and a strong 
inside-outside relationship, which expanded the living spaces to 
the exterior. The designs showed also one of the design elements, 
which Soriano should only be able to realize with his steel buildings 
after World War II: fully glazed elevations under a floating roof. 
Not built. 
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Lipetz House  
m 1:200 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N 
 
Key 
1 Entrance Hall 
2 Living Room 
3 Master Bed Room 
4 Bath Room 
5 Bed Room 
6 Guest Toilet 
7 Dining Room 
8 Kitchen 
9 Utility Room 
10 Laundry Room 
11 Garage 
12 Reinforced Concrete Terrace 
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4 
Lipetz House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Emanuel M. 
Lipetz 
1843-1849 N. Dillon Street  
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1936 
 
 
 
 
It is fitting that Soriano’s first residential commission arose from his 
knowledge and passion for both language and music. While at a 
Los Angeles screening of a French film, Soriano translated the 
jokes into English for a woman seated behind him. She, in return, 
invited him to hear a piano concert to be given by her cousin, 
Helen Lipetz some months later. Soriano did attend, and after the 
concert, he entered into a lively conversation with Helen and her 
husband Emanuel, where he so impressed them with his extensive 
knowledge of music that they entrusted him to design their house. 
 
The site itself was on the pinnacle of a hill overlooking Silver Lake. 
The main feature of the house was to be a music room with 
excellent acoustic properties that could accommodate Mrs. Lipetz’s 
Bechstein Grand piano and up to twenty guests. Soriano designed 
the north end of this 15 foot x 32 foot room as a semi circle with 
continuous windows, creating a real-life backdrop of the vast San 
Gabriel Mountain Range, for Mrs. Lipetz’s performances. Several 
hundred music albums were accommodated in shelves placed 
under built-in seating areas, and much of the other furniture in the 
house was also built-in. The music room comprised nearly one 
third of the total 2,300 square foot area of the two-bedroom house. 
The design is in the International Style, built with traditional wood 
stud construction, similar to Neutra’s frame, <but with one innovate 
technological detail - steel beams supported the ground floor. The 
building was chosen as one of four U.S.A. buildings for the 1937 
International Architecture Exhibition in Paris, and with it Soriano 
won the prestigious Prix de Rome. The house is in good condition 
with slight alterations. 
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Hartman House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Harry Hartman 
861 El Campo Drive 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1936 
 
 
 
 
Even though this project was listed in Soriano’s files, no 
information is available in the Soriano archives to verify the scope 
of this commission. 
 
 
6 
Glen Haven Mausoleum 
Client: unknown 
Los Angeles, California 
Mausoleum  (project) 
1936* 
 
 
 
 
Perspective drawing in the Soriano archives for a mausoleum in 
Los Angeles.  Early International Style design. No further 
information available. 
 
7 
Blackman Duplex 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Harry 
Blackman 
Los Angeles, California 
Two Family Unit  (project) 
1936* 
 
 
 
 
The unbuilt concept design was similar to Soriano's Work Progress 
Administration (WPA) housing prototypes. The design was 
predominantly a single-story 1,000 square foot apartment with a 
separate  500 square foot upstairs unit over the back of building 
with a detached exterior stair.  The proposed construction method 
was wood frame with stucco facades. A four-car garage was 
located in the back.  
 xii
 
Dodie Priver House  
m 1:200 
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8 
Dodie Priver House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Dodie Priver 
1830 N. Dillon Street 
Los Angeles, California 
Studio House 
1937 
 
 
 
 
Designed for Mr. and Mrs. Dodie Priver, a young working couple, 
this small 500 square foot studio house was built of redwood siding 
for $2,000 on the highest point of a very steep lot. The low-cost 
design was designed for maximum space efficiency and functional 
housework. It was essentially one continuous interior space. The 
large studio-dining room was separated from the bedroom, located 
street side, by a folding wall. An exterior staircase leading to a 
deck and opening into the studio provided main access. Adjacent 
to the west, another exterior staircase provided direct service 
access for the small 12-foot-long kitchen. The rectangular building 
with continuous ribbon bands of windows faced a canyon view and 
the deck was caped with a flat cantilevering roof that provided 
shading. The building elevation was two stories high at the west 
facade, providing the basement level with windows, and allowing 
for its eventual adaptation as additional future rooms. The building 
is demolished.  
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9 
De Lorenzo House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Leonard de 
Lorenzo 
1501 Summit Ridge Drive, Lot 15, 
Tract 7996  
Beverly Hills, California 
Single Family House 
Reconfiguration 
1937 
 
 
 
This commission was simply for the design of one closet and bed 
in the master bedroom, as well as one bed in the studio of an 
existing house. 
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Austrian House 
Client: Spencer Austrian 
Landa Street 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1938 
 
 
 
 
Soriano was commissioned to design a house for the young 
attorney Spencer Austrian in 1938. His design featured two stories, 
a cantilevered flat roof, and white plastered wood stud wall 
construction, based on a 31/2-foot grid, on a sloping site located in 
Echo Park. The overall sensibility of the design clearly echoed 
Neutra’s International Style. Horizontal bands of windows were 
divided by 4-inch by 4-inch vertical wooden posts.  Between them, 
Soriano alternated fixed panes of glass with casement windows. 
Both the upper and lower level windows continued around one 
corner of the house. While the upper window edges were set at the 
same level, the sill heights at the bottom edges were allowed to 
vary. 
 
Steps led from the street up to the living quarters on the second 
level where all rooms opened up to a small hall and dining area. 
The first floor housed a two-car garage, and a studio apartment for 
rental with its own private entrance. The walls of the studio room 
were covered with African mahogany and oak flex wood, the floor 
was completely carpeted in blue, and the trim was painted bronze. 
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11 
Ross House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. William Ross 
2123 Valentine Street 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1938 
 
 
 
 
Like the Austrian Residence, the William Ross House was also a 
two story glass and stucco building executed in the early 
International Style. It was situated on a slope in the Echo Park 
area.  On the lower level, a game room and utility room were cut 
into the slope, and the living room and kitchen faced the street 
side with a continuous band of 3-foot by 6-foot standard steel sash 
windows. The two bedrooms located on the second floor were 
caped by an overhanging roof, under which the rooms opened to a 
viewing terrace on the flat first floor roof. The garage was 
separated from the main building, facing directly the street.  In 
1947, Albert Nazaki a former classmate of Soriano’s at University 
of Southern California, bought the Ross House and it remained 
unaltered and in his possession until the nineteen-eighties. 
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12 
Polito House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs.  
Antonio J. Polito 
1650 Queen’s Road 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1938 
 
 
 
 
Designed for a young working couple in the Hollywood Hills, this 
modernist square cube was an unusual design for Soriano. 
Because the restrictive budget didn’t allow for extensive 
excavation of the steep lot in the Hollywood Hills, Soriano stacked 
the rooms into three stories, in essence, creating a two-story house 
on top of a double garage. Each of the rooms, save the kitchen 
and bath, faced south, and a generous band of horizontal windows 
allowed for full advantage to be taken of both the exposure, and 
the views of the Hollywood hills and downtown Los Angeles, whilst 
a blank facade was facing the street. 
 
An unobtrusive exterior stairwell provided entrance to all three 
levels of the house. An additional entrance across a short bridge 
gave direct access to a third floor exterior deck that was designed 
to facilitate indoor/outdoor living. A key feature of the house was a 
10-foot by 20-foot sand blasted window which allowed natural light 
to reach the interior stairwell, maintained complete privacy for the 
residents, and provided partial exterior views. The house is in a 
good condition with small alterations. 
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Lee and Cady Warehouse 
Client: Latisteel Corporation 
Ferndale, Michigan  
Industrial Building 
1938 
 
 
 
 
Soriano first met Fritz Ruppel, President of the Lattissteel 
Corporation, in 1936. Ruppel’s company produced a system for 
steel framing made of steel bars set at right angles, and reinforced 
with a generous criss-cross lacing of plumber’s steel straps, which 
were most often used to reinforce concrete for lift-slabs. When the 
Lattissteel Corporation built a warehouse in Fernadel, a town in 
Michigan, in 1938, Soriano persuaded Ruppel to let him design a 
prefabricated building made of Lattissteel.  
 
The two-story 123-foot by 45-foot wide warehouse was Soriano’s 
first opportunity to build a fully steel structure. Expanded 24-inch 
steel joists were set 4-foot apart on center along the periphery of 
the building, directing the load bearing duties to the exterior walls 
and leaving interior walls free to be repositioned between fixed 
utilities to meet different user demands. Tongue and groove 
diagonal sheathing spanned across the entire 45-foot width of the 
building. The building’s exterior was predominantly glass. The front 
facade of the building was set back at a slight angle, which left the 
roof jutting out over one corner and provided ample shade for the 
entrance. The non-glass exterior building elements were made 
from expanded steel studs, wire mesh, and a 1.5-inch application 
of cement plaster. The sales and show room were located on the 
ground floor, and the second story was used for office space. 
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Sephardic Hebrew Center  
Client: Sephardic Jewish 
Community Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, California 
Ecclestical Building (project) 
1938* 
 
The charcoal sketch with silver paint details of this early building 
reflected elements of the International Style reminiscent of Richard 
Neutra, including a rectilinear form, flat roof, ribbon windows, and 
silver metal details. The two story approximately 15,000 square 
foot structure was never built. The design was similar to the 1938 
Jewish Community Center. 
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Gogol House 
Client: Dr. and Mrs. Louis G. Gogol 
2190 Tallmadge Street 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1939 
 
 
 
 
The Louis G. Gogol House is another example of one of Soriano’s 
purist International Style wood-structure, stucco-faced buildings. 
For the design, he had to honor the owner’s wish that all rooms, 
save the library, be located on one floor. The site was problematic 
in that it’s topography was steep, and that it faced a street on each 
end. As there was very little land that would not be covered by the 
house itself, roof decks providing outside living space were to be 
important part of the design. On the main floor, three bedrooms on 
the east side and a combined living-dining area with a southern 
exposure façade made entirely of glass, enclosed a well-integrated 
roof deck. On top of the first floor, a library was situated with 
another 2,000 square foot of deck space on top of that. Soriano’s 
design provided for much of the furniture to be built in, including 
beds, dressers, couches and desks. To provide partial separation 
between the living and dining areas as per the owner’s wishes, 
Soriano invented the unusual solution of installing a partition of 
peach-colored plate atop a combination buffet and loudspeaker 
baffle. The ceiling and matching drapes were turquoise, the walls, 
tan, and the carpets, eggshell. The building is in a good condition 
with small alterations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bibliography 
“Single Family House of Dr. And Mrs. Louis J. Gogol, Los Angeles, Designed by Raphael S. Soriano.”  California Arts & Architecture.  57, 
May 1940, 29 
“House Portfolio, Fifty Studies of New Houses Under $10.000....” Architectural Forum.  72, April 1940, pp. 262-263. 
“House on a Hillside.  Raphael Soriano, Designer....”  Pencil Points.  23, June 1942, pp. 95-98. 
McCoy, Esther.  The Second Generation.  Salt Lake City, 1984.p.148; 
Gebhard, David and Winter, Robert.  Los Angeles:  An Architectural Guide. 1994 p. 176 
Soriano, Raphael S. “Substance and Function in Architecture.”  Laskey, Marlene L. Interview. Oral History Program, University of California, 
Los Angeles, 1988. pp. 97, 126-127 
 
 xxiv
 
Meyers House 
m 1:200 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N 
 
 xxv
16 
Meyers House 
Client: J.A. Meyers, 
850 Avenue 37 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1939 
 
 
 
 
This was the fourth single-family house of the same type that 
Soriano finished in the two years following his departure from the 
Los Angeles county engineers office, that is to say, a $5,300 two-
story wood-framed glass and stucco building with ribbon windows 
running almost around the house on both floors. The top floor 
consisted of two bedrooms, a small bath and a large roof deck. On 
the west side of the first floor, a large living room opened up to a 
terrace. Opposite, separated by the stairwell, a small dining alcove 
and kitchen sat next to a utility room and an integrated garage that 
faced street side. The Meyers House received a Mention in the 
AGA competition. 
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17 
Latz Memorial Jewish 
Community Center 
Client: George and Ida Latz 
2317 Michigan Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 
Recreation  
1939 
 
 
 
 
 
Late in 1938, Soriano received his first large-scale commission, 
the Latz Jewish Community Center. It was to be a recreation 
center for underprivileged children. On a sloping site in Boyle 
Heights, east of downtown Los Angeles, Soriano designed a 
building with a straight forward International Style openness to 
replace an outmoded Victorian building.  The main floor was 
constructed from lightweight Lattissteel. Exterior surfaces were 
either plastered or covered with large portions of glass. Utilizing his 
experience working for Ruppel’s Lattissteel Corporation at the Lee 
and Cady Warehouse, Soriano worked out a 12-foot wide steel 
structure comprised of round columns and open web joists for the 
two-story-high upper floor, designed to house the class rooms, and 
a large assembly hall facing the street. A wide overhanging roof 
with a thin fascia line, was designed to shade the panels of fixed 
glass and to ventilate the awning glass at the front side. At the 
back side where the ground level almost met the second floor, a 
paved playground adjoined the classrooms. On the lower floor 
somewhat below grade, Soriano situated an activity room, a dark 
room and the committee rooms, which were lit by a ribbon of 
awning glass. While Soriano was supervising construction at this 
site, he was hit by a car and sustained a collection of serious 
injuries that kept him hospitalized for over six-months.  The 
building is still standing, but is in an inhabitable condition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bibliography 
George and Ida Latz Memorial Designed by Raphael Soriano.”  California Arts & Architecture.  57, June-July 1940, p. 31 
 “Jewish Community Center, Los Angeles; R. S. Soriano, Designer;  Views and Floor Plans.”  Architural Forum.  74, February 1941, pp. 133-
134 
McCoy, Esther.  The Second Generation.  Salt Lake City, Utah.  Peregrine Smith Books, 1984.p.15 
Jackson, Neil. The Modern Steel House.  London: E & FN Spon, p 54 
Gebhard, David and Winter, Robert.  Los Angeles:  An Architectural Guide.  Layton:  Gibbs Smith, 1994 p. 260 
Shulman, Julius.  Architecture and its Photography.  Köln: Taschen,  1998. p. 45 
Raphael S. Soriano. “Transition 1935-1955, Architectural Design, Work of Soriano.”  Architect and Engineer.  205, May 1955, pp. 15 
Soriano, Raphael S. “Substance and Function in Architecture.”  Laskey, Marlene L. Interview. Oral History Program, University of California, 
Los Angeles, 1988. pp. 94, 103, 128-130, 134, 137 
 

 

 xxviii
 
 xxix
18 
Stevenson House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Newton 
Stevenson  
2339 Baxter Street 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1939 
 
 
 
 
The unbuilt design was for an approximately 60-foot by 32-foot  
wood frame construction on concrete footings for a 3-bedroom 
house with a formal dining room.  Steel casement windows 
between 4-inch by 4-inch post.  The exterior was clad with redwood 
siding.  
 
 
 
19 
Los Angeles Jewish Folk Library  
Los Angeles, California 
Public Library (project) 
1939* 
 
 
 
 
In the records that remain regarding this unbuilt project, only 
Soriano's conceptual ideas are shown.  No clients are listed in the 
file.  The building design itself shows a structure approximately 
2,500 square foot, comprised of a series of 10-foot modules in a 
single story main building with library and meeting rooms. A 15 
foot course of windows runs along the front of the building,  which, 
along with the flat roof and reflecting pool, define the façade of the 
building in keeping with the European International Style; an 
influence on Soriano's early work.  The “L” shaped stucco exterior, 
includes a two-story exhibition and lecture facility in the short 
portion of the “L” with the longer part dedicated to offices in the 
single story.  
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Kimpson House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Dean Kimpson  
380 Orlena Street 
Long Beach, California 
Single Family House 
1940 
 
 
 
 
Soriano began designing this small modern house, also known as 
the Nixon House, during his six-month stay in the hospital while 
recuperating from an assortment of critical injuries.  On a flat 
landside lot in Long Beach near the pacific Ocean, Soriano 
designed this small house to take advantage of broad views of the 
Pacific Ocean from the second story, and an exquisite view of a 
lagoon from the first. Horizontal bands of windows articulate the 
rectilinear volumes on both floors, and provide ample interior light. 
The lower floors opened into a large private garden house that has 
taken the place of a more customary backyard. A spacious terrace, 
protected by a windbreak of sandblasted glass, adjoins the living 
and dining room, providing a wind-free outdoor living area. 
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21 
Lukens House 
Client: Prof. Glen Lukens 
3425 W. 7th Street 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House and Studio 
1940 
 
 
 
 
Soriano designed the studio and residence for University of 
Southern California Ceramist Professor Glen Lukens - a modern, 
liberal client, who was later also part of John Entenza's “Arts and 
Architecture” editorial board.  The site was located on an old estate 
nestled amongst mature trees. The U-shaped plan is organized 
around a raised terrace, linking the living with the working quarters, 
and giving both direct access to the outside. On the east side of 
the deck, just opposite the owner’s bedroom and study, the 
workroom was located. Positioned behind floor to ceiling 
sandblasted glass panels, it opened into the adjoining garage for 
easily meet servicing needs. In the center of the plan, opening up 
to both the terrace and the upper garden side, was a large living 
room with built-in furniture and a brick corner fireplace. Display 
cases were built into the walls to showcase Lukens’ ceramic 
pieces. Wide overhangs provided shade and glare protection along 
the bold glass walls that connected the inside with the outside. The 
house was demolished in the nineteen-eighties. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bibliography 
“Los Angeles House of G. Lukens; Views and Floor Plans.”  Architectural Record.  92, November 1942, pp. 48-49 
“Southern California House and Studio Workshop for Glen Lukens.”  Pencil Points.  25, March 1944, pp. 71-73;  
McCoy, Esther.  The Second Generation.  Salt Lake City, Utah.  Peregrine Smith Books, 1984.p.151; 
Gebhard, David and Winter, Robert.  Los Angeles:  An Architectural Guide.  Layton:  Gibbs Smith, 1994 p. 266 
Shulman, Julius.  Architecture and its Photography.  Köln: Taschen,  1998. 9-10 
Soriano, Raphael S. “Substance and Function in Architecture.”  Laskey, Marlene L. Interview. Oral History Program, University of California, 
Los Angeles, 1988. pp. 139-143 
 
 
 xxxiv
 
Koosis House 
m 1:200 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N 
 
 xxxv
22 
Koosis House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Abraham 
Koosis 
1941 Glencoe Way 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1940 
 
 
 
 
 
Two stories high at street side, the Koosis home opened through 
an enclosed paved patio to the east side garden where the 
flattening ground leveled with the second floor. The open wall 
treatment of the garden front linked the terrace with the 
surrounding rooms and continued inside with sliding glass panels 
which separated the kitchen from the living and dining rooms. The 
west elevation of this small wood and stucco building was 
characterized by redwood posts between horizontal bands of steel 
sash, and an exterior staircase leading to a small balcony from 
which the house was entered. A concrete garage was cut into the 
sloping site in front of the house at the lower street.  
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23 
Strauss House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Richard 
Strauss 
3131 Queensbury Drive 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1941 
 
 
 
 
The site for the Richard Strauss House, also known as the Warren-
Lewis House, was an irregularly shaped and gradually sloping lot in 
a built-up residential district. 
Occupying the high, narrowing end of the lot, this single story 
house was set back from the street and arranged in an U-shape 
around a patio. A translucent sandblasted glass wall set in a steel 
frame closed off the fourth elevation from the side street, providing 
privacy while maximizing light. A thin horizontal pattern of redwood 
sheathed the exterior walls. Soriano used it in a similar way as he 
had previously used plaster, without taking advantage of the 
greater inherent flexibility of redwood. Cut into the wooden box 
along the southern edge, was an open porch with bamboo curtains 
hanging from the continuous wide fascia to screen the studio 
located behind it. Soriano designed much of the built-in furniture 
which included bookshelves running under the windows and beds 
with storage space located behind the headboards. Interior finishes 
included a variety of woods and a bold palate of colors including 
canary yellow, turquoise, coral, and Chinese Red. The house, 
which was expanded over the years, was restored in the 1990ies. 
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Drury House 
Client: Dr. and Mrs. D.R. Drury 
3852 Olympia Drive  
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House Addition 
1941 
 
 
 
 
The design was a compact two-story addition to an existing house.  
The style is similar to Soriano’s early cubic international style 
design, applied to a traditional pitched roof house. 
 
 
25 
Triest House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Robert Triest 
3432 Wonderview Square 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1941 
 
 
 
 
An unbuilt house design similar to the 1936 Lipetz house with a 
large half circular living room located on a mountain ridge. 
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Langsdorf House 
Client: Dr. and Mrs. W. B. 
Langsdorf 
766 Hillcrest Avenue 
Flintridge, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1941 
 
 
 
 
A sketch for a two-story house showed a design framed with a 
typical Neutra style wood frame.  Steel sash windows and steel 
sliding doors were inset into wooden 4-inch by 4-inch posts along 
the building elevations. Not built.  
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Ebert House I 
Client: Dr. and Mrs. Carl E. Ebert 
12000 Iredell Street  
Studio City, California 
Single Family House 
1942 
 
 
 
 
Although the Ebert House was the only modern house in a West 
Hollywood Hills district comprised of suburban ranch style 
structures, this two-story structure managed to fit into its 
surroundings very well. Designed for a doctor and his family it had 
three bedrooms, a studio, a workroom, and a large 700 square foot  
dining-living space. Two wide steel sliding doors allowed it to open 
onto a paved terrace that also could be entered from the kitchen 
and breakfast room. Each room on the set back second floor had a 
large roof deck. The children’s room was unusual in that it served 
as a large play area and could be converted into three bedrooms. 
Much of the cabinetwork and the furniture were designed to be site 
specific, the main parts of which were made on the premises of the 
owner. 
 
Because of the year of construction, 1942, this building’s 
completion became a race against time in as materials such as 
steel windows, sliding doors, copper screens; heating etc. ran short 
in the first months of the war. Soriano had them purchased in 
advance and stored.  The house is still in good condition with 
several expansions. 
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Hallawell Horticultural Center 
Client: Hallawell Seed Company 
19th Avenue and Sloat Boulevard 
San Francisco, California 
Retail  
1939-1942 
 
 
 
 
In 1940, the Hallawell Seed Company commissioned Soriano to 
built a horticultural center in San Francisco. The site, a eucalyptus 
grove located at the intersection of two boulevards in a residential 
district, first had to be commercially rezoned. Difficulties with the 
planning commission and neighbors delayed the project for one 
year. Soriano’s plans for a low-rise steel sales building adjoining a 
lath house of lightweight steel and a greenhouse, obscured in the 
main by a long windscreen of blue glass at the south and a part of 
the west side, finally convinced them. To the north, a row of 
staggered plant bars with lath canopies marked the boundary of 
the nursery grounds. The initially high estimates for steel caused 
Soriano to turn to his friend Fritz Ruppel from the Lattissteel 
Corporation who helped him cut his costs in half. The prefabricated 
walls and parts, however, had to be shipped from Los Angeles to 
San Francisco. Based on a 12-foot module using four-inch pipe 
columns and eight-inch open web joists, the erection of the steel 
9,000 square foot lath house and the prefabricated walls of the 
1,200 square foot sales office, was finished in less than a week 
utilizing only one welder. 
 
After examining the Hallawell main store, and applying knowledge 
derived from his years working at the Los Angeles Grand Central 
Market, Soriano designed a functional set of fixtures to display the 
wide variety of different products in a special system that created 
and preserved order. 
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House 194X  
Architectural Forum Competition 
Entry 
Any Site Application 
Mobile House Prototype (project) 
1942 
 
 
 
 
For the 1942 September issue of the magazine ‘Architectural 
Forum’, Architects were invited to develop their house of the 
future, the New House for 194X.  World War II had precipitated the 
development of advanced construction methods, and had given a 
tremendous impetus to mass-produced houses. Assuming that the 
small house would be the common denominator of interest, new 
designs corresponding with available technological improvements 
were expected to change the habits of their inhabitants. 
 
Soriano summed up his idea of a “Mobile Utility Section” in a 
drawing of an umbrella with a deck chair beneath. This image 
would become characteristic of his future work. A central 
mechanical core with kitchen, bath and utility room (the pole) 
supported a wide cantilevering roof on both sides that covered a 
combined living and dining room on one side, and bedrooms with a 
patio on the other side. The structure was of resin-bonded plywood 
based on a five-foot module. Soriano regarded mobility to be as 
essential as prefabrication, designing the roof trusses to fold back 
to enable the house to be easily moved by a truck. The self-
sustaining structure required no foundation. It could slide into a 
ten-by-twelve foot trench that already contained plumbing and 
utility connections on site. The walls, made of glass or sandwich 
panels finished in either plastic or wood, were placed into floor and 
ceiling channels, snapped in place, and were easily removed if 
varying demands made it necessary. The furniture was also 
completely sectional and based on a four-foot module.  
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Plywood House 
Arts & Architecture Competition 
Entry 
Any Site Application 
Single Family House  (project) 
1942 – 1943 
 
 
 
 
Soriano's second Wartime Housing prototype, won the third prize 
in “Arts & Architecture”’s 1943 Postwar Living competition. The 
appearance of the house was determined by plan layout and 
prefabricated elements resembling hangar or factory spaces. An 
continuous membrane of molded plywood in 10-foot by 48-foot 
sections integrated corrugated plywood trusses to form roof, walls 
and floor. For transportation ease, the curved casings nestled into 
each other. The preformed slabs had heating coils imbedded into 
them, and the casings had only to be connected by stainless steel 
bolts and straps and sealed off. The sections could be rearranged, 
and more importantly, added to, enabling a structure to expand 
from 500 to 1000 feet or beyond, allowing it to custom fit any 
family’s needs  and budget. Each segment came equipped with 
prefabricated furniture, wiring, plumbing, light fixtures, heating and 
ventilation. All rooms were oriented to the same outdoor area. In a 
variation of Buckminster Fuller’s Dymaxion House, the two 
bathrooms and kitchen were stamped completeley out of stainless 
steel. As a variation, fiber glass laminate or light sheet metal could 
substitute for the plywood membrane. 
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Dreamy Acres Modern Poultry 
Enterprise  
Client: Penny and Milton Katz 
Studio City, California 
Poultry Farm  (project) 
1943 
 
 
 
 
The Dreamy Acres Modern Poultry Enterprise was a feasibility 
study for Mr. Katz, client of the later Katz House. Located on a 
seven acre lot in North Hollywood, it included a brooder house, 
hen building, owner’s residence, and helpers’ quarters. For an 
efficient and hygienic production of broilers, laying hens, and eggs, 
Soriano designed a long rectangular building of light steel, with 
insulated steel roof decks, and lightweight pre-cast concrete walls. 
The design allowed for the chickens to be gradually moved from 
one compartment to the next on the way to the kill rooms where 
they were to be  dressed and refrigerated. Conveyors mechanized 
all feeding and cleaning. Natural light was maximized, and 
sunlamps combined with a controlled ventilation system to 
provided a healthy breeding environment for the poultry.  
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Solomon Furniture  
Client: Mr. and Mrs.  
L.B. Solomon Jr.  
Furniture  
1944 
 
 
 
 
Designed birch and walnut custom furniture including a clothes 
bureau, bed, two chairs, two couches, desk and end table. Birch 
and walnut woods used. 
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Pep’s Restaurant 
Client: Pep’s Restaurant 
6731 Leland Way 
Hollywood, California 
Restaurant  
1945 
A commercial space thst had begun as a garage, then became a 
store, and finally a luggage shop, the 19-foot by 155-foot wide 
space had a complex crisscross network of beams from all the 
previous remodeling attempts. With a limited budget for materials, 
Soriano was to convert the space into a restaurant. He restored the 
smooth clean lines of the walls and roof by hiding the uneven 
surfaces behind acoustical tiles applied to the upper wall and 
ceiling. He installed a new plywood wall, and a dropped ceiling 
running the entire length of the booth section, to add variation and 
warmth to the design. Near the street, a windowed cubicle built up 
the façade, allowing the public to be privy to the preparation of the 
charcoal broiled food. Additional food preparation occurred in the 
kitchen located back of the elongated space.  
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34 
Shaw’s Jewelry Store 
Client: Shaw’s 
6670 Hollywood Boulevard 
Hollywood, California 
Jewelry Store 
1945 
During the WW II halt of building construction, Soriano worked on 
several interior design projects.  Shaw’s was plain, simple modern 
storefront design with elegant glass details. The building was later 
demolished. 
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35 
Shaw’s Jewelry Store 
Client: Shaw’s 
3rd Street 
Santa Monica, California 
Jewelry Store 
1945 
Design for a second jewelry shop for Shaw’s, with a design similar 
to the Beverly Hills store. The building was demolished. 
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36 
Werksman Optometry 
Client:  Dr. I. Werksman. 
6504 ½ Hollywood Boulevard 
Hollywood, California 
Optometry  
1945 
 
 
 
 
In a commercial space with only a ten foot width, Soriano 
developed a workable plan for an optometrist’s office. A tight but 
comfortable waiting room with sofas, magazine table, and a 
reception desk,  welcomed patients at the front entrance. A non-
transparent glass wall separated this area from the fitting, 
orthoptic, refracting, and laboratory rooms behind it. These rooms 
were all positioned along one wall, with a single corridor flush 
against  the opposite side of the narrow space connecting them. A  
feeling of spaciousness was maximized by utilizing wall dividers 
between spaces which did not continue to the ceiling. This allowed 
a through view of the length of the space, which was than 
punctuated by a series of white globe light fixtures suspended in 
the center of each room.  The walls and built-in furniture were 
made of white gum wood, the cushions were yellow, and the 
carpets were gray. 
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37 
Hollywood Star Furniture Store 
Client: Hollywood Star Furniture 
Company 
Hollywood, California 
Furniture Store (project) 
1945 
 
 
For this project, a furniture display store on a plot with an existing 
shop, Soriano designed a two-story glass and concrete building 
with steel framing. A continuous all glass facade at the street side 
unified the old brick building with the new steel structure. A twin 
window display area to either side of the main entrance was 
created by having the new façade set at angles. Inside the large 
interior space was simply divided by a row of columns created by 
the dissolved exterior wall of the previous store. The second floor 
was used to display textiles, and the partly sheltered flat roof, 
provided space for outdoor furniture. 
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38 
Beverly Hills Medical Building 
Client: Dr. Soffiel 
414 N. Camden Drive 
Beverly Hills, California 
Medical building (project) 
1945 
 
One of Soriano's largest commissions prior to and including1945, 
was the design of an doctors building in Beverly Hills. This project 
was never realized. For the four-story above ground structure with 
an additional subterranean level, Soriano planed a light-weight, 
earthquake proof, mixed steel and concrete structure comprised of 
light 7-inch reinforced slabs resting on thin rectangular steel 
columns. The first floor was to contain an open lobby and a 
pharmacy facing the street with a 20-foot long panel of floor to 
ceiling glass. The rear of the building was designed to open up to 
parking for doctors and patients alike. The upper floors were 
required to have great flexibility of arrangement built into the 
design, so that they could easily be reconfigured with the changing 
needs of each occupying doctor.  Radiant heat and air-conditioning 
were planned throughout. Each office had its own private balcony 
faced with semi-transparent and heat absorbent colored wire glass. 
These did double duty as both serving as balcony rails and as 
overhangs for the floors below.  
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39 
Gruen Watch Offices 
Client: Gruen Watch Company 
Pershing Square 
Los Angeles, California 
Office Remodel 
1946 
 
Office reconfiguration for the main office in downtown  Los 
Angeles for the Gruen 
Watch Company.  The client asked for a modern interior design.  
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40 
Rom’s Clothing Store 
Client: n.c. 
8434 So. Vermont Avenue 
Hollywood, California 
Clothing Store 
1945 – 1946 
 
 
 
 
Elegant modern interior design for a clothing store in Hollywood. 
The space was 20-foot by 150-foot, similar in size to Pep’s 
restaurant. The store was torn down. 
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41 
Ambassador Mixed Use 
Development   
Client: J. Dabah 
Pacific Coast Highway 
Malibu, California 
Hotel (project) 
1946 
 
 
 
 
These plans were for a hotel, restaurant, retail, and housing 
complex located on the Pacific Coast Highway in Malibu. It was to 
include twenty studio apartments at 250 square foot each, thirteen 
one-bedroom units at 400 square foot each, and eleven two-
bedroom units, which were in actuality, to be double studio spaces 
rented together at 500 square foot each.  The site required the 
project to be stepped back from the street on two levels in a long, 
low horizontal single-story configuration of rows of units with the 
commercial spaces to be located in the front. 
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42 
Garden Studio Apartments 
Any Site Application 
Housing (project) 
1946* 
 
 
 
 
This group of apartments was designed for a site 100-by-320 foot 
wide and was bounded by streets to the east, south and west. On 
the ground floor, the spine of the comb-like complex was 
comprised of fifteen double garages grouped in threes, and above, 
ten studio apartments in groups of two, each opening to its own 
private terrace. Passageways led to the five two-story units 
consisting of six apartments with a combination living dining 
space, kitchen, bedroom, bath and private garden or balcony. All 
building blocks faced south and were separated by 26 foot wide 
garden strips. The light steel structure was based on the module of 
the unit apartment. 
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43 
Gamma Phi Beta Sorority 
Client: Beta Alpha Chapter, 
Gamma Phi Beta Sorority 
Los Angeles, California 
Dormitory Building (project) 
1946* 
 
 
 
Concept design for a two-story structure, similar to the Garden 
Studio Apartments design. The project was not further developed.
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44 
Laiken House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. John Laiken 
22026 West Pacific Coast Highway 
Malibu, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1946 
 
 
 
 
Another project that was published but never built, was a beach 
house designed for John Laiken in 1946. On a small lot 
overlooking the Pacific Ocean, Soriano designed a two-story wood 
building. It’s design maximized ocean views with wide expanses of 
glass taking advantage of the plentitude of sunshine by offering 
multiple outdoor decks. He took into account natural flow patterns 
of the occupants, giving access after swimming that did not require 
tracking through the house. The guest quarters were designed with 
private access, and yet shared a communal patio with the rest of 
the house. A central patio gave easy access from all living areas to 
the patio, and enclosed it from the winds. Glass walls lined the 
entire perimeter, maintaining the view from the kitchen and dining 
areas located at the north end of the structure all the way through 
to the living room at the south end, facing the ocean.  
 
A small passage on the west of the patio connected the entrance 
hall and dining room with the living room,  and also gave access to 
the master bedroom suite and the owner’s private studio. The 
south elevation of living and bedroom was made entirely of glass, 
with doors and windows that opened onto a balcony that projected 
over the beach.  
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45 
Lang House 
Client: Fritz Lang 
1501 Smithridge Drive 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House Remodel And 
Addition (project) 
1946 
 
 
 
 
Concept design for a remodel of and addition to the existing house 
for movie director Fritz Lang. The drawings are in the Soriano 
archives. Nothing indicates that they were executed. 
 
46 
Tidmarsh House  
Client: Mr. and Mrs. George 
Tidmarsh 
La Jolla, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1946 
 
 
 
 
George Tidmarsh, Vice President of  Los Angeles based airplane 
manufacturer Consolidated Vaultee, had already worked together 
with Soriano on the 1942 House 194X competition, before he 
asked him to design his own house in 1946. It is an early example 
of modular steel construction for a single family house, which gave 
Soriano the flexibility of working with non loadbearing walls. The 
design is similar to the Katz House, which was realized one year 
later. Not built. 
 
47 
Leonard House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. A. Leonard 
Single Family House Remodel 
(project) 
1946* 
 
 
 
 
Remodel of an existing building.  Scheme design drawings at the 
Soriano archives. The status of the building’s execution remained 
unknown.  
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48 
Haskell Store 
Client:  Joseph Haskell 
Denver, Colorado 
Commercial and Housing (project) 
1946*. 
 
 
 
 
Joseph Haskell of Denver, Colorado inquired of Soriano what it 
might take to design a California-style building for a "modern-
designed" furniture store. He was referred to Soriano by "Arts and 
Architecture” magazine.  Nothing appears to have resulted from 
this single letter and response. 
 
49 
Frederic’s Store 
Client: M. Kay and Frederic Slavin 
915 State Street 
Santa Barbara, California 
Clothing Store (project) 
1946 
 
 
 
 
A written inquiry for a modern store design seemed to have 
resulted in nothing further. 
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50 
Katz House 
Client: Mrs. and Mr. Milton Katz 
Studio City, California 
Single Family House 
1942-1947 
 
 
 
 
The Katz House was derisively renamed the "Gato House" 
(Spanish for cat) by Soriano after differences arose between 
Soriano and his clients. Built in 1947, the design stage had already 
begun in 1942, but completion was delayed due to the construction 
halt during WWII. The design is Soriano's first residential steel 
structure. Steel beams span the house’s 16-foot width while its 
length is made up of seven 12-foot bays spanned by 8-inch open 
web joists. Three and a half inch steel pipe columns support the 
roof. The non load-bearing walls were finished with plaster or 
plywood, and supported by the Lattisteel system, which Soriano 
pioneered in 1938 with the Jewish Community Center. A diagonal 
wall in the entry hall leads to the living room, subtly separating 
from the private wing with a bathroom and a master bedroom. A 
covered terrace facing the front facade was planned as a space 
that potentially could become a second bedroom. On the Western 
side of the house, a two-car port is located. The Katz House 
received a Mention from Progressive Architecture in a competition 
for small houses in 1948. 
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51 
Ciro of Bond Street 
Client: Ciro of Bond Street 
9620 Wilshire Boulevard 
Beverly Hills, California 
Jewlery Store 
1947 
 
 
 
 
 
In 1947, Soriano designed two jewelry shops in collaboration with 
Serge Chermayeff, a russian immigrant who had worked 
previously with Erich Mendessohn in London, for Ciro of Bond 
Street. The site was a long narrow infill lots.  The Beverly Hills 
branch faced the, at that point in time, highly fashionable Wilshire 
Boulevard. Soriano gave it an austere front elevation of light-
cream plaster on expanded steel studs. The deeply recessed sales 
room was entered through a circular display arcade. Interior walls 
partly with insets of display cases were either upholstered with 
leather or lined with mirrors. This had the illusory effect of widening 
the store. A long corridor to parking area at rear was given visual 
interest with two aquariums and planting bays. 
 
 
Bibliography 
 “Specialty Shops.”  Progressive Architecture.  30, July 1949, pp. 46-48 
McCoy, Esther.  The Second Generation.  Salt Lake City, Utah.  Peregrine Smith Books, 1984.p.156 
Soriano, Raphael S. “Substance and Function in Architecture.”  Laskey, Marlene L. Interview. Oral History Program, University of California, 
Los Angeles, 1988. pp. 157, 223-227 
 
52 
Ciro of Bond Street 
Client: Ciro of Bond Street 
San Francisco, California 
Jewlery Store 
1947 
 
In San Francisco, Soriano and Serge Chermayeff again developed 
a workable plan in a narrow awkward store space. The small sales 
room with a mezzanine was set back from the street leaving space 
for an entrance flanked by showcases and an extra door to the 
upper levels of the building. Interior materials and furnishings were 
identical with the Beverly Hills store located on Wilshire Boulevard. 
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53 
Hallawell Seed Store 
Client: Hallawell Seed Company 
519 Market Street 
San Francisco, California 
Seed Store 
1947 
 
 
 
 
In 1947 the Hallawell Seed Company commissioned Soriano to 
built a seed store on San Francisco’s Market Street. He had built 
them a highly successful Garden Center prior to the war. Behind a 
fully glazed diagonal facade, seeds were displayed on specially 
designed racks in the long and narrow sales room. To the rear of 
the space, a mezzanine containing offices, was separated from the 
sales area utilizing blue sliding glass walls, which reflected light 
while preserving privacy inside the office.  Shipping, receiving, and 
storage functions were carried out in the area below. 
Large panels of blue, and light acoustic tile with red accents of 
dynamic color provided highlights.  
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54 
Crescent Jewelry Store 
Client: Crescent Jewelry Co. 
1100 Broadway Avenue 
Oakland, CA 
Jewelry Store (project) 
1947 
 
 
 
 
Soriano designed for the interior of a shop in an existing building. 
The design included display cases, furniture and lighting for jewelry 
store’s remodeling. He used steel framing to remodeled storefront 
and entry. It is not clear from the drawings whether this project was 
realized.
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55 
M.S. Priver House 
Client: Dr. and Mrs. M.S. Priver 
Los Angeles, California  
Single Family House (project) 
1947 
 
 
 
 
The irregular L-shape of the house for Dr. Priver was the result of 
the difficult topography and the owner’s requirements. On a steep 
hill site in an area of 55-foot by 70-foot a single view directed to 
the South, the earth was leveled utilizing a design similar to the 
Katz house, plywood and glass was used to finisch the steel 
structure on the inside, and the outside was finished with plaster. 
Three inch steel columns and eight inch wideflange steel beams 
were set apart 10-foot on center, utilizing the flexibility of a steel 
framing for the irregular shaped plan layout. The dining-living area 
and the master bedroom opened through either glass sliding doors 
or French doors onto the enclosed outdoor living space. Occupying 
the north wing towards the rear,  were the kitchen and breakfast 
areas, working room and maid’s room with bath and separate 
entrance. The carport was placed on the west side next to the 
entrance to allow a “quick get-away” for the inevitable emergency 
calls of a doctor. The son’s bedroom with private bath also served 
as a guest room. 
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Abrams House 
Client: Martis Abrams 
10781 Sunset Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 
Single Family House (project) 
1946 – 1947 
 
 
 
 
This was another one of Soriano’s unbuilt house designs of the 
postwar transition period utilizing the pipe column light structural 
steel frame and the Lattissteel infill walls, spatially articulated as a 
diagonal wall, similar to the Katz House. The program included 
living room, dining room, library, 3-baths, 3-bedrooms, and 
dressing room.   
 
 
57 
Lipps House  
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Lipps  
Single Family House (project) 
1947* 
 
 
 
 
This sketch design was for a 2,300 square two-bedroom facility 
using 12-foot bays. The facades to the front and the sides were 
stucco built walls, the back façade was fully glazed.  
 
 
 
58 
Faust Library 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Faust  
Single Family House Addition 
(project) 
1947* 
 
 
 
 
Concept design for a small  library addition to an existing house.  
Not developed further. 
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59 
Kohler and Chase Pianos 
Client: Kohler and Chase Pianos 
2310-2312 Broadway 
Oakland, California 
Music Instrument Store 
1948 
 
 
 
 
Kohler and Chase Pianos was a store which opened onto the street 
with a steel, glass and mirrored entrance to a set-back store front 
covered by a broad cantilever. Built but later demolished. 
 
 
 
 
60 
Rosenthal House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Jerome 
Rosenthal 
2038 Benedict Canyon Drive 
Beverly Hills, California 
Single Family House  
1948 
 
 
 
 
Design for a one bedroom addition to an existing building. 
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61 
Lipson House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Edward Lipson 
3744 Longridge Drive 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1946 - 1948 
 
 
 
 
On a long, sloping suburban site, Soriano designed a lavish 5.000 
square foot one-bedroom house for a couple, which  included 
spacious amenities for guests, and entertainment. The generous 
space program allowed for a maid’s quarter, generous car-parking, 
a large paved terrace, a swimming pool and changing facilities. 
Oriented away from the street, all principal rooms of the single-
story house opened through wide glass expanses onto the 
enclosed outdoor living area. Adjacent to the small entrance 
courtyard, a long central gallery, lit by a corrugated glass exterior 
wall, gave direct access to the living-dining room, the kitchen, and 
to the master bedroom. Soriano’s plan concept again revolved 
around a 8-foot by 24-foot modular system that simplified 
construction and kept costs to a minimum. The house was framed 
with light steel joists and 4-inch pipe columns.  The project was 
abandoned by the client. 
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62 
Minore House 
Client: Charles R. Minore 
275 Epinard Avenue 
Playa del Rey, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1948  
 
 
This unbuilt design was a similar design to the Katz House, which 
was completed one year earlier. It is an early example of a 
modular steel construction for a single family house. The exterior 
was clad with redwood.  
 
 
63 
Touriel Medical Building 
Client: Dr. E. L. Touriel 
2608 10 W. Santa Barbara Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 
Medical Building  
1949 
 
The Touriel Medical Building on Santa Barbara Avenue in Los 
Angeles was a one story post and beam steel construction with a 
small entrance courtyard.  It carried the “Arts and Architecture” 
Case Study House aesthetic into the commercial realm. 
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64 
Lido Hotel  
Los Angeles, California 
Hotel (project) 
1949* 
 
 
The design was for a thirteen story rectangular building with 
horizontal ribbon bands of windows depicted on a presentation 
board. Similar design concept  to the Beverly Hills Medical 
Building in 1945.  No other information are available in the Soriano 
Archive
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65 
Shulman House 
Clients: Emma and Julius Shulman 
7875 Woodrow Wilson Drive 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1947 – 1950 
 
 
 
 
In 1947, Los Angeles architectural photographer Julius Shulman 
asked his friend Raphael Soriano to build a home and studio for 
his family on a plot in the Hollywood Hills. The east-west alignment 
of the property offered extensive southern views of the Hollywood 
Hills, which became the basis for the plan development.  The one-
story house with adjacent studio was Soriano's first exposed steel 
frame house. The 8-foot by 10-foot structural grid conformed well 
to the dimensions of standard off-the-shelf building components. 
As an early example of Soriano's residential work, however, it still 
contained traditional wooden rafters and plastered wood stud walls. 
Collaborative discussions with Julius Shulman resulted in a series 
of screened patios being added to the southern facade during the 
design process, which created comfortable transitional spaces 
between indoors and outdoors from both the master bedroom and 
the living room. Garrett Eckbo designed the landscaping. The plan 
is organized along a long diagonal wall which links the wide front 
entrance alongside the living room with the kitchen and the 
bedroom suites. The rooms are staggered along this spine and 
create a number of courtyards. Although the design was decided 
upon by August 1947, construction did not commence until the 
early months of 1949. The building took nine months to complete, 
and was occupied in March 1950. It has remained unaltered and 
under Julius Schulman’s ownership until the present day. In 1987, 
the Schulman House was designated a Cultural Heritage 
Monument by the City of Los Angeles. 
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66 
Curtis House 
Client: Alexandra Curtis  
111 Stone Canyon Road 
Bel Air, California 
Single Family House 
1949-1950 
 
 
 
 
This large, 4,500 square foot, L- shaped building known as the 
Alexandra Curtis House, was initially designed in 1949 for Mr. and 
Mrs. David Noyes. Alexandra Curtis purchased it after construction 
completion in 1950. Soriano refers to it as an “Experimental 
House”.  The experiments conducted by Soriano in the design and 
construction of this house, were towards both the industrialization 
of residential construction, and flexibility in plan configuration. The 
main structure was made entirely of steel, and Soriano used 
prefabricated cabinets as interior walls pre-wired for lighting and 
telephones. The only fixed but non-load-bearing partitions in the 
house were in each of the six bathroom blocks. 
 
The 10-foot by 20-foot steel frame was comprised of forty-nine 3 
1/2- inch hollow-section steel pipe columns. Three rows of thirteen 
columns defined the main building; the remaining columns were 
used for the attached guesthouse and carport. This design allowed 
the corrugated steel deck roof to go up in only eighteen hours and 
created one large flexible interior space.  Exterior walls were made 
of either cork faced sandwich panels or 8-foot by 10-foot aluminum 
framed sliding doors. The walls facing the garden were set back 3-
foot from the outer line of columns, providing a deep overhang that 
both shaded and visually extended the rooms into the landscape. 
On the front facade, the 10-foot roof overhang was used as a 
pergola leading from the carport to the main entrance and 
connecting the guest studio with the house. 
 
During the 1980’s, The Curtis House was extended and altered 
extensively, internally as well as externally. The steel structure was 
covered with plywood and plaster, and a two–story library was 
added, which was built with a concrete and glass construction. 
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67 
1950 Case Study House 
Client: Allan M. Olds 
1080 Ravoli Drive 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1950 
 
 
 
 
In 1949, Soriano was asked by Alan M. Olds to build a Case Study 
House on a narrow shelf cut into the hillside of the Pacific 
Palisades. Not far from the Eames House, it had a view towards 
the Pacific Ocean. It came to mark a shift in the case study 
program promoted by John Entenza´s journal “Arts & Architecture” 
towards steel frame residential construction, and later came to 
define the commencement of the second set of case study projects 
which culminated in Pierre Koenig's Case Study House #22.  
 
The street facade was windowless steel, while the west elevation 
opened up to the canyon with a 55-foot-wide expanse of glass. Set 
back from the fascia line, the glass exposed the slender black steel 
columns and created three-foot overhangs. Inside, Soriano 
situated the rooms axially along a hallway extending the length of 
the house. Contrasting with the sleek steel and glass exterior 
surfaces, the interior surfaces were given an unusual richness of 
texture. Ceilings were stucco covered, floors were carpeted, and 
walls were covered with wood paneling and brick. As in the Curtis 
House, the structure was a modular steel frame based on a 10-foot 
x 20-foot planning grid, supporting a corrugated steel deck roof 
with portions left open to integrate the courtyard and the garden. 
 
The original structure still stands but has been altered beyond 
recognition with an additional second story and a stucco facade.  
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68 
McNabb House 
Client: Fred and Esther McNabb 
Prospect and Cobb Avenue 
Sausalito, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1950 
 
 
This design was Soriano’s first modular steel house in Northern 
California. Based on Soriano’s 10-foot by 20-foot Case Study 
House module, the 3,200 square foot house designed for Hallawell 
Seed Company owners Fred and Esther McNabb, which had 
already commissioned the Hallawell Garden Center in 1939,  was  
never built. 
 
69 
Sheftel House 
Client: Dr. and Mrs. Sheftel  
Single Family House (project) 
1950* 
 
Another variation on the 1950 Case Study House theme. Only a 
sketch design in the Soriano archives, which was not further 
developed. 
 
 
70 
Krause House 
Client: Ed Krause  
8513 La Sierra Avenue   
Whittier, California 
Single Family House 
1949-1951 
 
The last house Soriano designed in the 1940s was a large three 
bedroom house in the community of Whittier, east of Los Angeles 
for the factory owner  Ed Krause. It was located in lush landscape, 
and the owner wanted a house to open up to the exterior. The 
building design was for a single-story pavilion with a 43-foot 
spanning post and tapered beam steel structure, based on a 10-
foot interval.  The exterior walls were recessed three feet from the 
exterior columns, and infilled with glass, masonry and corrugated 
fiberglass. The front facade facing the car port was closed and only 
had a narrow band of windows just below the roof line. 
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Middleton House 
Client: David and Hilda Middleton 
Berkeley, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1950 – 1951 
 
 
With a 20-foot by 40-foot building footprint, this design, which was 
not realized, was the smallest variation on the Case Study theme, 
employing the Soriano frame. 
 
 
72 
Schrage House 
Client: David M. and Riva Schrage 
2620 Commonwealth Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House 
1952 
 
This house is the last one out of the 1950ies series constructed 
with the 10-foot by 20-foot Soriano steel frame. The design started 
in 1950 simultaneously with the Case Study House. It was 
completed in 1952. The sloping site, located adjacent to Griffith 
Park, required a two story design.  The lower level was a two-car 
carport, the upper main level was a typical one-story pavilion, 
accommodating the living space for the 2-bedroom house and a 
housekeeper suite. The street facade was completely private and 
screened off with translucent green corrugated fiberglass, spanning 
the columns of the Chinese red painted steel structure. The 
exterior facades were clad with resin bonded maritime plywood. 
 
An elegant approach lead from the street past two stories and up 
to the upper level entrance. The comfortable stair, located in front 
of the Southern façade, was tucked between two concrete walls 
and lush landscaping, and covered with horizontal shading, 
creating an entrance pergola. The entrance situation was 
reminiscent of the small hill town alleys, Soriano had experienced 
as a child in Rhodes.  Passing the entrance, the house opened up 
with a fully glazed facade to the North, comprised of 8-foot sliding 
doors, offering a view into the hills of Griffith Park. The building is 
the only one of Soriano’s 1950ies steel structures still existing in 
close to its original state. This is due to the fact that the current 
owners, a teacher and an airplane engineer, who bought the house 
in the mid-1980ies, renovated it with respect to the architects 
original intentions. Soriano himself in his later years had the 
opportunity to give advice on the renovation. 
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Colby Apartments 
Client: Lucile Colby 
1312 Beverly Green Drive  
Los Angeles, California 
Apartment building 
1950-1952 
 
 
 
 
Lucile Colby commissioned Raphael Soriano to build a ten-unit 
apartment building with a penthouse for herself. While the design 
for this structure began in 1950, simultaneously with the Case 
Study House, delays in the commencement of the construction 
phase held up completion until 1952. 
Claiming a rectangular footprint on a sloping site, the two-story 
building was set up on a rectangular frame, grouped along a north-
south breezeway. This passage provided access to each 
apartment, and exposed the continuous steel construction that 
connected the western and eastern blocks of the building. The 
lightweight steel frame utilized a 10-foot by 16/ 20-foot grid.  The 
non-load-bearing external walls were filled with floor to ceiling 
glass or corrugated translucent fiberglass. Parts of the frame were 
left open, creating galleries, courts and decks. 
 
Each apartment functioned as a self-contained unit with a private 
entrance and private garden. The owner's penthouse occupied the 
entire upper floor of the northern part and the main rooms opened 
to a roof deck. The layout of the single and double apartments and 
the penthouse were custom designed. By using storage walls as 
internal partitions, instead of traditional walls, Soriano allowed for 
the possibility of reconfiguring the floor plans to individual client 
needs. No space was wasted on corridors due to the open plan 
configuration. Soriano received a National AIA award for this 
building. Although it was a commercial success, housing many 
members of the entertainment community over the years of its 
operation, the building was demolished in 1988. 
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Price Masterplan  
Client: S.H. Price  
Beverly  Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 
Mixed Use Development (project) 
1952 
 
 
 
 
The Soriano archives hold one siteplan for a commercial mixed 
use development. Nothing seemed to have resulted out of it. 
 
 
 
 
 
75 
Soriano House  
Client: Raphael and Elizabeth 
Soriano 
Tiburon, California 
Single Family House and Studio 
(project) 
1953 
 
 
 
After Soriano and his wife Elizabeth moved to Tiburon, Soriano 
designed this house and studio for himself on a hillsite overlooking 
the San Francisco bay with views of Angels Island beyond. The 
move to Tiburon was personally as well as architecturally a new 
start. Taking the modular floor plan organization and steel 
structure Soriano had developed for the Case Study House, this 
project was the next step for Soriano’s steel frame evolution. With 
this design, Soriano moved away from the steel structure with the 
tubular columns and the cross plated column head towards 
wideflange beam and column frames, spaced 10-foot apart. This 
formed a moment resistant frame, which was decked with 
corrugated metal roof panels. This design allowed him to work with 
wider spans, 30-foot in this design, and a lighter structure. Soriano 
also explored variations on the base module, beginning with a  12-
foot scheme, which would work better for the space planning, 
before he decided for a 10-foot module, which he continued to use 
for the rest of his career. This module, though a compromise and a 
small size for a room, allowed him to work with the industry 
standard of a 10-foot metal roof deck. The design was fully 
developed to construction document stage, but was never built. 
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IBM Research Laboratories 
Client: IBM Corporation 
Palo Alto,  California 
Administartion and Research 
Buildings (project) 
1954 
 
 
 
 
Having achieved a growth rate of 20% per year by 1954, IBM 
launched a dynamic building program to establish a corporate 
presence beyond its headquarters in Endicott, New York.  IBM 
President and future CEO, Thomas J. Watson Jr. started a 
reorganization of IBM’s corporate image the same year, utilizing 
modern design to unify the company image from letterhead to 
buildings.  As part of this iniative, Soriano had been asked to 
design a masterplan for a 150,000 square foot first phase of new 
construction, with a long range growth potential up to 300,000 
square foot in a beautiful park setting in Palo Alto. Soriano offered 
a modular, one-story steel structure which suited IBM’s 
organizational needs for phased growth and operational 
adaptability. The pattern of decentralized buildings, based on a 
four-foot module, were knitted together along a central East-West 
gallery, which functioned as a communication, circulation and 
services spine, feeding individual fingers which reached out into 
the landscape. The building footprints were determined by IBM’s 
“outdoor awareness” doctrine, which limited the maximum interior 
distance from the facade to the workplace, providing each 
employee direct visual and physical contact to the gardens, to 
daylight and natural ventilation. Soriano described the six research 
pavilions  to the North, with a 7,000 square foot footprint each,  
which housed the physics groups, an electronic lab, library and 
lounge, as “cells for the creative scientists, the thinkers”. To the 
South, four larger administrative pavilions, proportioned 1:3, 
provided the scientists support to test and implement their ideas, 
including the engineering groups, a machine shop, administration, 
auditorium and staff amenities.  The main entrance to the campus 
was located at the Southern edge of the scheme. The low 
horizontal profile was achieved by the use of wide flange steel 
beams and columns. The exterior facades were clad with a thin 
aluminum-glass skin, the interior ceilings were specified as 
corrugated aluminum panels for their acoustic, visual and 
lightweight properties.  The future expansion was planned as a 
mirror image along the Southern facade; both building phased 
were connected with a linear gallery, functioning as the main 
circulation spine. After concept design completion, Soriano lost the 
job to San Francisco architect John Bowles, who turned out to be 
the preferred architect by IBM’s President Thomas J. Watson Jr.. 
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Walston Administration Building  
Client: Walston and Company  
San Francisco, California 
Office Building (project) 
1954 
 
 
 
The scheme, which was not further developed, was a sketch idea 
for a one story office building in a suburban setting in the greater 
San Francisco area.   
 
 
 
 
78 
Medical Building  
2608 10 W. Santa Barbara Avenue  
Los Angeles, California 
Medical Building (project) 
1954 
 
 
 
Several studies exist for a revised scheme design for a two-story 
doctors building on the same site as the 1949 Touriel Medical 
Building. Soriano’s concepts were based on a 10-foot modular 
design and explored the new structural frame out of wideflange 
beams and columns, which he had been investigating  since his 
1953 scheme for his own house in Tiburon. Nothing in the Soriano 
archives indicates that this scheme was built. 
79 
Bart Motel  
Client: Lee Bart  
Motel (project) 
1954 
 
 
 
 
The space program for this design was for a 50-unit motel.   Floor 
plan drawings indicated three configurations: a one bedroom unit 
(20-foot by 20-foot);  a two bedroom unit (20-foot by 25-foot), and 
a two bedroom unit (500 square foot) that could be divided and 
rented as two separate one bedroom units.  Gardens and patios 
were designed in the rear of each unit.  
 c
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Carl Ebert House II 
Client: Dr. and Mrs. Carl  E. Ebert, 
11716 Laurelwood Drive  
Studio City, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1953 – 1954 
 
 
 
 
Carl Ebert, who had already commissioned Soriano to built his 
1942 house, asked for the design for a new 3 bedroom house and 
doctor’s office for himself in the same neighborhood of his 
previous house in the Hollywood Hills after divorcing his wife. The 
design is a typical Soriano wideflange steel structure, based on a 
10-foot x 30-foot module, sitting on top of a two car garage. The 
scheme was developed to detail design, however, it was never 
built. 
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McDonogh House 
Client: Milton McDonogh   
Single Family House Remodel 
1954 
 
 
 
 
This design was for a small kitchen remodel of an existing, 
traditional wood framed house. 
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Eichler House 
Client: Joseph Eichler 
Palo Alto, California 
Single Family House 
1954 – 1955 
 
 
 
 
In 1955, the progressive property developer Joseph Eichler 
commissioned Soriano to design the first completely industrialized 
all steel builder house in Palo Alto, also know as the Saunders 
house. The house was built on a rectangular concrete slab of 1,500 
square feet, and was comprised of seven identically welded light 
steel frames spaced ten feet apart. It was toped with a fluted steel 
deck and closed in with either floor-to-ceiling sliding glass walls, or 
fixed glass, plywood or fiberglass panels. All rooms of the compact 
plan layout were based on a 10-foot bay. The first two bays at the 
west side were occupied by three bedrooms and two baths, the two 
in the middle by a combined kitchen-dining-living area, and 
adjacent to the east, a double garage completed the rectangle. All 
interior plywood partitions were prefabricated storage units. Planed 
as an experiment to gain cost and production experience for future 
steel houses, it remained a prototype despite promotion and 
careful attention to detail.  The existing house has been changed 
beyond recognition, with a second story having been added as well 
as  redwood shingles and stained glass windows. 
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Bercut House 
Client: Peter and Suzanne Bercut 
Lake Tahoe, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1955 
 
The scheme design was prepared for a 110-foot by 40-foot main 
space with attached "guest suite" forming a “L” shaped plan.  The 
"Guest suite" had three beds and a shared bath and measured 24-
foot by 30-foot.  The main area included a master bedroom and 
bath and two additional bedrooms. Two more bathrooms were  
accessible from a common hall.  A large walk-in kitchen was 
entered from the living room.  The patio adjacent to the living room 
was 40-foot by 20-foot.  The main frame was constructed out of  
wide-flanged steel beams,  and the exterior walls were  out of 
glass, similar to the Eichler house design from the same year. 
 
84 
Merchants Ice and Cold Storage 
Administration Building 
Client: Merchants Ice and 
Cold Storage Co 
Lombard Street 
San Francisco, California 
Office Remodel (project) 
1955 
 
This schematic design for an interior remodel of an existing office 
in three-story masonry structure in downtown San Francisco, 
included new stairs, lobby, and elevator; new office partitions, 
kitchen and restroom, which were to be new additions to the 
existing space. It is not clear from the drawings whether this 
project was executed. 
 
85 
Lundborg House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Louis 
Lundborg 
Rock Road 
Kentfield, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1956 
 
Projects for two separate locations for this same residence existed 
for 1956. Neither plan ever  resulted in a building. The first location 
was specified as Kentfield, California on Rock Road.  The file has 
sketches and drawings showing a "panaview" window and 
doorjamb detail, steel roof decking and aluminum structural parts 
on a concrete slab.  The file also includes furniture details for the 
living room. Soriano explored a steel structure, spanning up to 40-
foot, the floor plan was organized on a circular layout. 
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Mahoney House  
Client: Vera Mahoney 
Marin County, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1955 – 1956 
 
 
 
 
Vera Mahony commissioned three architects in 1955 to develop a 
large piece of land at Strawberry Point on the San Francisco 
Peninsula. Soriano's role was as the architect for the owner’s own 
house located on the top of the hill. The semicircular living 
quarters with encircling balconies faced the San Francisco Bay, 
and were to be set on top of a cylindrical concrete shaft that 
incorporated a bomb shelter. Wide cantilevering tapered aluminum 
trusses fanned out, adding stature to the structure of the house. 
The owner abandoned this project. 
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Eastwood Gardens Estates 
Client: Sam Abouaf 
Napa, California 
Residential Masterplan (project) 
1956 
 
 
 
 
Soriano developed three housing types – Types “A”, “B” and “C” -  
for the development of a suburban tract in Napa Valley. It was 
Soriano’s first regional planning proposal, where he expanded his 
design thinking from the individual house to the scale of an entire 
residential community. Nothing resulted out of this commission.
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Adolph’s Offices and Laboratory  
Client: Lloyd E. Rigler, Lawrence 
E. Deutsch 
1800 West Magnolia 
Burbank, California 
Administration and Research 
Building 
1953-1957 
 
 
 
 
The Office and Laboratory Building for Adolph's, a company that 
sold, produced, and researched dietetic and canned food goods, 
was initiated in 1953 by Adolph’s founders Lloyd E. Rigler and 
Lawrence E. Deutsch. Completed in 1957, this one-story building 
covered an entire city block. Half of the 25,000 square foot site 
was interwoven with small and large gardens and courtyards, 
skillfully arranged so that every office and laboratory workplace 
had direct access to the exterior. The patios introduced distant 
views from almost every point in the building and also functioned 
as green buffers, naturally cooling the building.  The design was 
based on a 20-foot by 40-foot grid. Plotted as a straightforward 
box, offices were situated at the perimeter, providing each worker 
with maximum daylight, natural ventilation and views. An 
aluminum screen, combined with a green planting strip was 
created along the major facades of the building, buffering the 
offices from both the traffic and from the oppressive heat of the 
San Fernando Valley.  
 
The main structure of the building was constructed from 8-inch 
wide flange steel columns and 20-inch open web steel joists. For 
the secondary framing, the sliding glass doors, and for the thin 8-
foot high perforated screen enclosing the building. Another 
innovation was that Soriano’s strategy  involved servicing the 
building’s needs  from the floor. All mechanical systems were 
placed in a spine running under the floor which served all areas of 
the building, and which freed the ceiling from the walls and the 
building services creating a floating roof. The internal partitions 
were factory-made storage walls that allowed for flexible space 
planning. These partitions were topped with transparent or colored 
plexiglas that allowed simple assembly onto the aluminum frames. 
The building was kept in its pristine original condition until it was 
destroyed in 1992 in an act of arson committed by a former 
employee. 
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89 
Cooke House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Donovan 
Cooke 
150 San Rafael Avenue  
Belvedere, California 
Single Family House 
1957 
 
 
 
 
The Cooke House was designed for the family of a doctor with four 
children, and was set on a small irregular lot facing a lagoon. 
Taking the full advantage of the strength of steel, Soriano placed 
all supporting columns on the exterior walls and used tapered steel 
beams to cover the 40-foot wide span and 4-foot overhang.  
Beams and wideflange columns were assembled as a complete 
unit, trucked to the site, and bolted ten feet on center on the cast-in 
place strip foundation. A light gauge steel decking provided both a 
finished ceiling and the roof structure. Avoiding all structural 
elements inside, the prefabricated cabinet partitions could easily 
be removed to meet the changing needs of a growing family. The 
plan was divided into two 40-foot by 40-foot squares; one with 
rooms for the children, and the other for the activities of the 
parents. The connection between the two sections was made with 
a cut-in interior court. Almost all exterior walls were sliding glass 
doors that opened to outdoor areas, which were themselves 
enclosed by corrugated, perforated aluminum screens. At the 
southern end, a fully glazed wall faced a terrace and boat dock on 
the lagoon.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bibliography 
Lagoon House.”  Arts & Architecture.  74, November 1957, pp. 32-33 
“House, Belvedere, California, Marks a Big Step in Steel Construction.”  House and Home.  12, October 1957, pp. 104-107 
“Maison Experimentale a Belvedere, Californie.”  Architecture Aujourd’hui.  29, June 1958, p. 52 
McCoy, Esther.  The Second Generation.  Salt Lake City, Utah.  Peregrine Smith Books, 1984.p.171 
Odenhausen, Helmuth. Einfamilienhäuser in Stahlbausweise. Düsseldorf, 1961, pp. 160-163 
Weiskamp, Herbert. Häuser und Gärten in Kalifornien. Stuttgart, 1964, p 12,13 
Soriano, Raphael S. “Substance and Function in Architecture.”  Laskey, Marlene L. Interview. Oral History Program, University of California, 
Los Angeles, 1988. p. 257 
 
 
 cxii
 cxiii
90 
Soriano Duplex  
Client: Raphael and Elizabeth 
Soriano 
Vistazo East Street and Centro 
East Street 
Tiburon, California 
Two Family Unit (project) 
1957 
 
 
 
 
Soriano intended to built a house for his parents and his family in 
Tiburon. The plans never materialized. 
 
 
 
91 
Wilder House  
Client: Billy Wilder 
Beverly Hills, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1957 
 
 
 
 
Correspondence between film director Billy Wilder, and Soriano 
existed regarding the construction of an approximately 4,000 
square foot residence that was to have been located on a 
triangular parcel of land at the intersection of Sunset and Lomitas 
Drive in Beverly Hills. Initial discussions took place in early 
February of 1957, but a letter dated February 25th sent by Wilder 
to Soriano, expresses regret that he would be hiring another 
architect because Wilder wanted someone who could be more 
consistently available than Soriano had offered to be. Soriano was 
living in Northern California at the time, and Wilder, in essence, 
wanted someone working on site and living close by. 
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Gilbreath House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Jerry 
Gilbreath 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1956 – 1957 
 
This sketch design was similar to that of the Cooke House, using 
the 40-foot span tapered frame construction, spaced 8-foot apart. 
The project was abandoned by the owner. 
93 
Lauria House  
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Lew Lauria, 
7146 Macapa Drive 
Hollywood, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1956 – 1957 
 
This design was developed for a large sloping site in Hollywood, 
utilizing the building system he developed for the Eichler house.  
Soriano was also commissioned to do the interior design, too, 
including built-in furniture. Notable of this design is the two-story 
solution. Even though the project was developed past scheme 
design, the owner abandoned the project. 
 
94 
Adolph’s Factory  
Client: Adolph’s Ltd. 
1600 W. Magnolia Boulevard 
Burbank, California 
Light Industrial Building (project) 
1957 
 
 
Just after completion of the Adolph’s Headquarters, Lloyd Rigler 
and Lawrence E. Deutsch asked Soriano for the design of a 
factory, two blocks west of the new office building.  After an initial 
exchange of ideas and a preliminary concept design, this project 
was abandoned by the client, because they felt that Soriano could 
not deliver the fast track, practical solution they needed.  
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Rounsville Office Building 
Client: Dr. Wayne j. Rounsville 
40th Street 
Oakland, California 
Office Building (project) 
1957 
 
 
 
 
Even though this project was listed in Soriano’s files, no 
information is available in the Soriano archives to verify the scope 
of this commission. 
 
96 
Long Beach Municipal Art 
Museum  
Client: Mr. Donson 
Long Beach, California 
Museum (project) 
1957 
 
 
 
 
Sketch proposal for a “low-profile” one-story art museum in Long 
Beach,  designed to float one story above a sloping site. The 
documents in the Soriano archive do not indicate that this scheme 
was developed beyond this sketch idea. 
 
97 
Clarewood Apartments 
Client: Clarewood Development 
Company 
Kensington Highlands, California 
Apartment Building (project) 
1958 
 
 
 
 
Sketch ideas for a two-story steel for an one and two bedroom 
apartment development.  The drawings indicated a preliminary 
study for several floor plan arrangements, varying between seven 
and nine unit arrangements per floor.  These ideas were not further 
developed. 
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98 
Comparative School Research 
Study 
Client: State of California 
Any Site Application 
School (project) 
1958 
 
 
 
 
Responding to the postwar baby boom, the State of California 
commissioned Soriano to prepare a feasibility study for a factory-
made school building system, which would speed up construction 
time, prove adaptable to changing organizational needs in 
education, and to be realized within the cost limits of the State of 
California.  This was Soriano’s first development of a 
comprehensive building system, which integrated each building 
component from the construction detail to the masterplan 
acknowledging the value of high performance in functional, 
structural and mechanical efficiency. 
 
In the early 60ies, this program was continued by Ezra 
Ehrenkrantz; it cumulated in the very successful School 
Construction Systems Development  (SCSD) , which 
revolutionized the architectural profession and building industry by 
introducing the performance specifications approach to design and 
procurement. 
 
 
99 
KQED TV Station 
Client: KQED  
Los Angeles, California 
Television Station (project) 
1958* 
 
 
 
Mies van der Rohe recommended Raphael Soriano as the 
architect for the new KQED offices and studio, an educational 
television station. The correspondence file included various letters 
of support from previous Soriano clients and proponents to KQED 
on his behalf.  Letters sent back from Soriano to his sponsors 
explained that he had not gotten the job because Mortimer 
Fleishacker, one of the main sponsors of the new building, wanted 
his preferred architect to do the work.   
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Tiburon Marina  
Client n.c.  
Tiburon, California 
Recreation (project) 
1958* 
 
 
 
 
Masterplan for a 229 foot by 55 foot pier with shops, restaurants 
and boat facilities on first one-third of pier length closest to the 
water. Only a site plan was developed.  The file includes one color 
schematic sketch and a couple of quick sketches. 
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Winchester City Shopping 
Center 
Client: Jack Cussen 
San Jose, California 
Shopping Center (project) 
1958* 
 
 
 
 
This masterplan for half a million square foot shopping mall, 
included department stores, small stores, restaurants, market, 
community center with child care, lecture hall, central piazza and 
parking for 5,700 cars. The suburban location was adjacent to a 
freeway intersection in San Jose. The scheme showed low, 
horizontal building profiles. The building structure may have been 
an all aluminum proposal. The scheme was not further developed. 
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McCauley House 
Client: Frank McCauley 
20 and 24 Longfellow Road 
Mill Valley, California 
Single Family Houses 
1959 
 
 
 
 
The compact steel house for developer Frank McCauley was a 
pilot project showcasing steel construction designed for mass 
production; it turned out to be the last steel houses built by 
Soriano. On top of a steep, wooded hillside in Mill Valley, the living 
quarters projected over the hill at treetop level. Facing north with 
floor-to-ceiling sliding glass doors, they opened onto balconies. 
The only partition between the master bedroom with private bath 
and the living room was a folding wall. To bring in southern light, 
small glass walled open patios were cut in. The shop-built structure 
for the 1,200 square foot three bedroom house was comprised of 
two rows of slender steel columns along the north and south. Eight-
inch beams set ten feet on center, spanned the entire 30 feet of 
the building. The roof was made from cantilevering light gauze 
metal decking and insulating fiberglass. To obtain maximum 
interior flexibility, prefabricated cabinets divided the rooms as 
required.  McCauley intended to develop a series of houses with 
this buildings system, but only additional house, the Leaver house, 
was realized. The McCauley House was honored with an AIA 
Award of Merit for true leadership in the architectural field, and 
later won two additional prizes.   
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Leaver House 
Client: Frank McCauley 
20 and 24 Longfellow Road 
Mill Valley, California 
Single Family Houses 
1959 
 
 
 
 
This house, referred to in drawings as the Leaver House, was 
located adjacent to the McCauley house of the same year; it was 
identical in structure and material but with a different plan layout. 
Like the McCauley house, it was located on grounds with mature 
trees, and the main rooms opened through glass walls onto a 
balcony overlooking the treetops. A cut-in patio deck in the center 
of the building separated the three bedrooms at the south from the 
open living-dining-kitchen area at the north end of the building. All 
rooms were strictly based on a ten-foot module. The adjacent 
double garage was connected to the house by a utility and laundry 
area. 
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Hunter House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. R.L. Hunter 
Youngstown, Ohio 
Single Family House (project) 
1957 - 1959 
 
 
 
 
This design is one of the few variations of the Soriano pavilion 
located outside of California. The design principles are similar to 
the Cooke house of the same year, utilizing a 40-foot steel frame, 
spaced 10-foot apart, even though the scale of the project was at 
2,000 square foott half the size of the Cooke residence. The three 
bedroom scheme was based on a rectangular building footprint of 
50-foot by 40-foot.  
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105 
San Pedro Community Hospital 
Client: City of San Pedro  
1300 W. 7th Street 
San Pedro, California 
Hospital 
1958 – 1960 
 
 
 
 
Soriano initiated this partnership of five small to medium sized 
architectural offices in Los Angeles drawn together by their shared 
intention of competing with larger architectural firms for large-scale 
projects. They called themselves “Project Architects”, and most of 
them were design critics at the University of Southern California. 
They included Arthur Gallion, Dean of the USC School of 
Architecture, Maynard Lyndon, A. Quincy Jones and Frederick 
Emmons, Douglas Honnold and John Rex as well as Raphael S. 
Soriano. The 131-bed hospital was a very efficient building but few 
of Soriano’s or Jones’ innovative ideas which included movable 
storage walls or interstitial floors, were introduced in the scheme. 
The hospital was the only project realized by this partnership; after 
completion, each office returned to working on its own. 
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Culler House 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. George Culler, 
Lovell Avenue 
Mill Valley, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1960 
 
This unbuilt project marked a further modification of the Soriano 
frame, which was a similar modification to that implemented in 
Soriano’s own house in 1953. Soriano’s ongoing development and 
refinement of constructional details lead to a new structural joint 
connection of two C shaped channels jointed only through a bolt to 
a 4-inch square column. This was a simplification of the structural 
systems, since no welding was required any longer for 
construction.  
 
 
107 
Steel House for Mass 
Production   
Any Site Application 
Single Family House (project) 
1960 
 
Unbuilt prototype for a similar design to the 1955 completely 
industrialized all steel builder house in Palo Alto for Joseph 
Eichler.  
 
 
108 
Kaneoke Estates Development 
Client: Kalokohanahou  
Development 
Lot 68 & 69 Land Court Application 
1002 Map 15 
Kaneoke Oahu, Hawaii 
Residential Masterplan (project) 
1960 
 
This was Soriano’s first commission in Hawaii,  and an early 
experiment with an aluminum building system. Eleven houses 
were terraced up an 80-degree grade incline.  The four bedroom 
homes were 1,820 square foot rectangles and the three bedrooms 
homes were 1,250 square foot.  Both were designed with two 
baths.  Soriano specified plywood siding for the solid exterior walls. 
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Kiefer Apartments  
Client:  
Mr. and Mrs. Adolf Kiefer 
213 3rd Street 
Sausalito, California 
Apartment Building (project) 
1960 
 
 
 
 
As with the Colby apartments, this scheme utilized Soriano’s steel 
construction for a two story apartment building with multiple units, 
based on a 30-foot spanning steel frame, spaced 8-foot apart. The 
project was not developed passed concept design. 
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Tanner Medical Building 
Client: William J. Tanner DDS 
Foothill Boulevard 
Hayward, California 
Medical Building (project) 
1960 
 
 
 
 
This was the sketch design for a one-story medical-dental building 
on a corner lot, with a 46-foot by 68-foot footprint. Soriano used a 
square module of 8-foot and 6-inches; the building was arranged 
around an internal patio. The project is an example for an early 
design study for aluminum double channels on columns 
construction detail, which could be refined to the Soria Structure 
building system.  
 
111 
Galante House 
Client:  
Mr. and Mrs. Maurice Galante 
16 Belmont Street 
San Francisco, California 
Single Family House Remodel 
(project) 
1961* 
 
 
 
 
The scheme design drawings were developed for an enclosure of 
an existing porch.  It is not know whether the design was executed. 
 
112 
The Hale Malu Apartments   
Maui, Hawaii 
Apartment building 
1961* 
 
 
 
 
For this project, only a perspective sketch exists for a 12-story 
apartment building in Maui, similar Soriano’s design for a medical  
building and the Lido hotel in Los Angeles, with ribbon windows 
and a strong Spandrel panel articulation. No further information 
available in the Soriano archives beyond this sketch idea. 
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Davis Law Building 
Client: George T. Davis, 
535 Franklin Street  
San Francisco, California 
Office Building (project) 
1961 
 
 
 
The Davis Law Building is a midrise scheme in an infill situation in 
downtown San Francisco for a number of lawyers offices. Notably 
is the light curtain wall design for the street facade. It is one of the 
earliest examples of a glass curtain wall with a suspended glass 
assembly, as developed by Pilkington in the nineteen-sixties. The 
design allowed Soriano to glaze the entire front facade without the 
use of metal frames or mullions and with a minimum of visual 
barriers. The system was comprised of a series of toughened glass 
panes, bolted together at their corners by means of small metal 
patch fittings. The project was not built. 
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Los Gatos Civic Center 
Client: City of Los Gatos 
Los Gatos, California 
Public Buildings (project) 
1962* 
 
 
This design was a strategic masterplan for a new Civic Center 
development for Los Gatos. It showed an early application of an 
integrated systems approach for a variety of buildings. This project 
was not developed passed the  concept design stage. 
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Regional Planning Prototypes   
Any site application 
1963 
 
 
Since the early nineteen-sixties, Soriano continued to expand his 
design interests from the individual modular and prefabricated 
house towards regional planning. This theoretical study, which 
Soriano seemed to have done for his own interest, without “real-
world” constraints, explored a morphology for  low-density housing, 
ranging from a small scale plan of 40 units for a 2,5 acre site to 
regional planning for 5,000 inhabitant communities. They were 
intended, both small and large scale, as an alternative to the 
postwar sprawl. This systems approach as developed in this 
research was the basis for all future planning proposals Soriano 
developed during the nineteen-sixties and nineteen-seventies
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Prefabricated Houses 
Client: Yoshikawa Investment Co. 
Ltd. 
Wailupe, Honolulu, Oahu, Hawaii 
Residential Masterplan (project) 
1962 – 1963 
 
 
 
Soriano proposed his  All Aluminum Modular Prefababricated 
Assembly Housing System for 8 units with varying sizes of 630, 
840, and 1,120 square foot. This project was not constructed. 
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Turkey Houses  
Client: Affan Ataceri 
Istanbul, Turkey 
Housing Masterplan(project) 
1963 
 
 
 
This correspondence file contains letters back and forth with 
Turkish Businessman Affan Ataceri in Istanbul.  There are no plans 
or schematics of any of the possible typologies reviewed.  Soriano 
and he discussed the possibility of engaging in several types of 
ventures which included building hotels, chain restaurants, and 
supermarkets. It appears that Soriano originally proposed working 
in Turkey, building "modern" villages and worker housing using his 
all aluminum modular assembly prefabrication system. 
 
118 
Nicaragua Hotel  
Client: Jim Hamn 
Managua, Nicaragua 
Hotel (project) 
1963* 
 
 
An all aluminum hotel development for one hundred rooms, 
restaurant, bar, casino, convention center and shops was proposed 
for a 410,000 square foot lot in Nicaragua, and appears in 
preliminary sketch form. The project remained un-built. 
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Grossman House 
Client: Albert and Simone 
Grossman 
11468 Dona Cecilia Drive 
Studio City, California 
Single Family House 
1963 – 1964 
 
 
 
 
In 1963, Soriano’s promotion of aluminum buildings, interested 
Albert Grossman, whose companies sold a number of aluminum 
products. Fascinated by the idea that his products could be 
displayed in his own residence, Grossman agreed to build a 3,200 
square foot 4-bedroom, 3-bath house, with a light aluminum frame 
in a suburban tract in the Hollywood Hills overlooking Studio City. 
The entire frame of the one-story building topped by a flat roof, 
consisted of 10 rigid aluminum frames, spanning two 20-foot bays, 
spaced 10-foot  apart. Aluminum glass-sliding doors and shop 
painted aluminum panels, lined its perimeter. Inside walls were 
finished with Micarta, a plastic laminate type. The color palette 
employed a wide range which included purple columns and golden 
beams meeting the yellow-green plastic  laminate of the main 
living quarters, and bedrooms and bathrooms of violet, coral, blue, 
white and avocado. Soriano, in a not unusual fit of temper, walked 
off the job before its completion, but Grossman picked up where 
Soriano left off, using skills gleaned while growing up in the roofing 
and sheet metal business to supervise construction. The building is 
one of the few remaining Soriano structures that remains unaltered 
and under its original ownership. In 1997, the Grossman House 
was designated a Cultural Heritage Monument by the City of Los 
Angeles. 
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Seven Eleven Prototypes 
Client: Seven Eleven Corporation 
Any Site Application 
Retail Development (project) 
1964 
 
 
 
 
Scheme design for a single-story store construction using Soria 
Structures aluminum modular series with 10 foot bays forming 50-
foot by 60-foot footprint.  The design was part of a schematic plan 
for a 6-unit shopping center.  Shopping center arranged in a T 
configuration with T circulation corridor between buildings.  A large 
“7 Eleven” sign above one of building addressed the scale of the 
passing cars.  None of the prototypes was realized. 
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All Aluminum Homes 
Client: Watanabe, Winston T. 
Kuau Estates, Maui, Hawaii 
Residential Masterplan and 
Buildings 
1962-1965 
 
 
 
 
The State of Hawaii joined forced with private industry in the 
development of houses for the “gap group”, which were families 
that earned too much to be eligible for public housing and not 
enough to qualify for conventional home mortgages. Winston 
Wantanabe, a Dallas developer, was one of the private industry 
partners; he gave Soriano the first opportunity to realize his 
Modular Planned All-Aluminum Structures in 1965. The design for 
a 21 house tract on a piece of land he owned on the island in Maui 
started in 1962.  Eleven all aluminum houses were erected in the 
first construction phase. The structures, factory built long span 
aluminum frames with non-load bearing walls, were identical for all 
units, but the floor plans based on a module varied. By adding 
prefabricated segments, clusters of one or two stories in double 
rows, arose. There were detached square shaped minimal houses 
for students, elderly and young couples as well as larger three 
bedroom houses. The latter had two segments; one bedroom area 
and one living dining area connected by an entrance hall with 
courts placed in front and back of it. The building components had 
been shipped to Hawaii from San Francisco. Soriano designed the 
system in a way that six unskilled men were able to erect a house 
in a single day because of the accuracy of the component system; 
however, due to the novelty of the aluminum construction and the 
fact, that Soriano did not have the opportunity to supervise the 
construction process, unjustifiable construction mistakes were 
made. The interiors were executed poorly, plasterwalls had been 
taped to the Aluminum frame, because the workers did not have 
the appropriate fastenings and adhesives, and there was no 
acoustic separation between individual rooms. Due to this fact, 
these eleven houses  were not accepted by the tenants, and 
remained only a prototype; construction for phase was never 
started.  
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Fresno Shopping Center   
Fresno, California 
Retail Masterplan (project) 
1965 
 
Elevation sketches showed a food market and drug store fronting a 
large department store.  The main complex was split by large 
circulation "mall".  Two other building groups on the north and west 
edges of the parking lot were  small in comparison.  They appear 
to be auto repair or service areas. 
 
 
123 
Island Finance Center 
Client: Mr. Tagawa 
60 Kanoa Street, Wailuku 
Maui, Hawaii 
Office Building (project) 
1965 
 
Proposed two-story "U" shaped office building located at 60  Kanoa 
Street, in Wailuku, Maui, Hawaii. The building’s exterior 
perspective drawing, shows an approximately 13,520 square foot 
structure with parking underneath the rear portion, appearing as a 
third story on the back third of the property. The building plan 
contained outside balconies and used standard Soriano 10-foot 
bays. The correspondence file indicates that Tagawa wanted 
Soriano to guarantee a $100,000 cost, which he was not able to 
do, and so Soriano backed out. 
 
124 
La Marina Development  
Calle de Servicio, Puerto de 
Ensenada 
Baja California, Mexico 
Mixed Use Development (project) 
1965 
 
 
This project is a strategic masterplan for a 375,000 square foot 
site. Located on a 750 foot wide pier to accommodate a mixed use 
development for a 260-room hotel, yachtclubs, retail, parling and 
luxury apartments. Not built. 
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125 
Soria Structures 
United States Patent Office 
Trademark 
Any Site Application  
Building System 
1966 
 
 
 
 
Since 1962, Soriano worked on the development of modular All 
Aluminum building systems for luxurious low cost housing, schools 
and commercial applications. He named them “Soria Structure”, a 
name he used for the first time on January 30th, 1965. Six month 
later, on August 20th, 1965, he filed for a principal trademark 
register for “plans and blueprints for prefabricated modular 
buildings” at the United States Patent Office, which granted the 
trademark registration May 10th, 1966.  Soriano founded a 
company “Soria Structures, Inc” in Dallas, to market his system 
worldwide; it handled all projects since 1967. The only built 
applications were eleven All- Aluminum Houses in Hawaii, 
constructed in 1965 and the 1964 All-Aluminum Grossmann 
House. Soriano explored also a joint venture with the Aluminum 
Company Of America (ALCOA). Unfortunateley, even his close 
relationship to ALCOA  president Jim Close never resulted in any 
built buildings. 
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126 
San Francisco Tower  
Client: A. Cal Rossi  
Powell and Pine Avenue 
San Francisco, California 
Mixed Use Development (project) 
1965 – 1966 
 
 
 
 
When A. Cal Rossi decided to replace a 100,000-square foot 
apartment building on Nob Hill  in downtown San Francisco with an 
office tower, he learned about Soriano’s 100 story All Aluminum 
tower to accommodate offices and luxury apartments. Soriano’s 
first attempts had been refused by the city authorities, but Fritz 
Close, Chairman of the board of Aluminum Company of America 
(ALCOA), who’d been trying to build in aluminum since 1950, had 
an interest in helping Soriano get permission to build his project. 
The polychrome aluminum structure 1,000 to 1,300 feet high, 
narrowed at the middle as it rose, belling out at base and top. The 
tubular section was chosen because it had the greatest resistance 
to buckling and could be easily extruded or cast. In considering the 
round plan in the nature of the structural unit, he saw that spacing 
of the columns on the round reduced wind action and minimized 
vibration. To gain strength the aluminum tubes were tapered 
downward to foundations and tapered up to increase the interior 
space, and narrowed at mid height to reduce wind pressure.  
Because the Federal Aviation Administration did not want a tower 
on Nob Hill the plan was refused by the  city planners and finally 
the existing apartment house was remodeled. 
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127 
Stanford Court  
Client: A. Cal Rossi  
Powell and Pine Avenue 
San Francisco, California 
Apartment Building (project) 
1966 
 
After the All Aluminum Tower construction had been rejected on 
this site by the local authorities, A. Cal Rossi decided to renovate 
the existing apartment building and asked Soriano for a remodel 
concept. The design drawings in the Soriano archives do not 
indicate that this renovation was executed. 
128 
Maison Mendesolle 
251 Kearny Street 
San Francisco, California 
Retail  (project) 
1967 
These drawings were for a clothing store remodel of first two floors 
of turn of the 19th Century building.  Soriano added a mezzanine 
and improved the basement area.  On the ground floor were 
display areas for clothes, accessories, and jewelry.  Additions 
included stairs to the mezzanine, basement, changing rooms and 
completely new window display areas on street fronts.  It is not 
clear whether the design was executed. 
 
129 
Punch Bowl Estates 
Client:, Jack Palk 
Punch Bowl, Hawaii 
Residential Masterplan  (project) 
1968 
 
Preliminary sketches for 27 terraced units up hillside, utilized the 
Soria Structure building systems. There appeared to be three 
buildings with nine units each.  No indication of materials has been 
made. 
130 
Westport Beach Development 
Client: Pacific Seascape 
Incorporated  
Foster City, California 
Recreational Masterplan (project) 
1968 
 
Discussion in correspondence file of construction of an All 
Aluminum Prefabricated Modular Assembly.  Not Built.
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131 
Alaska Homes 
Client: Alaska State Housing 
Authority 
Alaska 
Regional Planning  (project) 
1968 
 
Edwin B. Crittenden of the Alaska State Housing Authority, asked 
for information on the Soria Structures packaged aluminum houses 
which would meet the turnkey program requirements for the 
federally sponsored United States Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) low rent projects. Further inquiries 
were regarding whether Soriano’s building system was designed to 
withstand the cold climate.    Soriano proposed the use of his 500, 
700, and 1,000 series homes without patios; and utilizing thermal 
glass for the exterior walls in response to the Alaska climate. 
Nothing appeares to have come of it.  
 
132 
Kings County Housing 
Client: Kings County 
Any Site Application 
Apartment Building (project) 
1967 – 1970 
 
This site plan was for the use of all aluminum prefabricated 
assembly structures for 300 units to be built over three years 
beginning with 30-100 units in the first construction phase.  
Original correspondence began in 1968.  Unit dimensions would 
have been between 500 and 1,100 square foot, and would have 
been from one to four bedrooms.  The phase one construction did 
not go ahead because the banks refused the funding of the project 
due to the uncommon nature of Soriano’s design. 
 
Soriano, Raphael S. “Substance and Function in Architecture.”  Laskey, Marlene L. 
Interview. Oral History Program, University of California, Los Angeles, 1988.  
 
133 
Harris House 
Client: Morton H Harris 
Rodeo Drive 
Beverly Hills, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1970 
 
Preliminary concept design; floor plan only for a 50-foot by 65-foot 
footprint,   including large kitchen, dining room and library, master 
bedroom with dressing room and bath and one guest room with 
bath.  No indication of materials. Not built 
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134 
Marine City 
Any Site Application 
Regional  Planning (project) 
1970 
 
 
 
“The indeterminate building” and “megastructures” were the 
themes of Soriano’s regional planning utopia’s of the early 
nineteen-seventies. Three pairs of 23-story towers were located in 
the sea, accessible only by boat , waterplane or helicopter.  
 
 
 
135 
Mountainous City 
Any Site Application 
Regional  Planning (project) 
1970 
 
 
 
Similar megastructure approach as the Marine City project of the 
same year, adapted this time for a site application on land with 
access by car or train. 
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136 
World Peace Island Alcatraz 
San Francisco, California 
Masterplan for Educational, 
Recreational and Entertainment 
use (project) 
1969-1970 
 
 
 
 
Alcatraz prison was a maximum security penitentiary for up to 250 
inmates located on a small island of the same name in the San 
Francisco Bay. The federal prison closed in 1963. The island was 
abandoned for several years and was transferred to the U.S.A. 
Department of Interior in 1970 until further proposals for a new use 
of the site could be considered.  By 1963,  the United Nations 
Association of San Francisco had already proposed that the island 
be reserved for a park, a monument to the founding of the United 
Nations in San Francisco in 1945, and a peace museum.  
Soriano’s proposal for the World Peace Island included a 100 story 
World Peace Tower, which was a revision of his All Aluminum 
Tower, that he had prepared three years earlier as an office 
building for a site in downtown San Francisco,  and it included two 
circular buildings: a World Institute Of International Business And 
Sociological Studies and a Peace Museum including a 2000-seat 
symphony hall and 500 units of student and faculty housing.  
Soriano proposed a three-phase development, beginning with 
construction of the tower. Revenue from visitors to the tower and 
the historic sections of the old federal prison would provide 
financing for the cultural features. Only twelve percent of the island 
to its north end were occupied by the buildings in Soriano’s 
scheme leaving a generous park.  In the end, over 100 joint 
ventures proposals by developers and architects were submitted; 
the then Mayor Alioto favored the development plan by Texas 
millionaire Lamar Hunt, which received preliminary approval. 
Nothing, however, ever came of any of these submissions. 
Instead, the National Park Service provided a ferry service for 
tours of the existing prison structure and facilities, which still 
remains intact. 
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137 
Tagawa Apartments 
Client: Mr. Tagawa  
Apartment Building (project) 
1970* 
 
This was a multi-story application of the Soria Structures; very 
rough sketches showed a two stories steel construction floating 
over on-grade parking. Apartment units were of either 780 square 
feet or in combination, 1560 square feet. Not built. 
 
138 
Richmond Model Cities Program  
Client: Ted Burton  
Richmond, California 
Regional Planning (project) 
1970* 
 
 
This strategic masterplan for the  construction of Soria Structures 
houses was for the community of Richmond, a building project did 
not result out of it. 
 
139 
Agana Cathedral  
Guam,  Marianen 
Ecclestical Building (project) 
1970* 
 
 
Sketches for a round structure allowed seating for 400 people with 
seven square feet allotted per person. An eight pointed star set 
inside a circle with two sketches executed in a rough manner, 
depict the circular structure. Not built.  
 
 
140 
Hines Housing  
Client: Richard Jr. Hines, 
Gainsville, Florida 
Residential Masterplan (project) 
1970 – 1971 
 
 
Discussion in the correspondence file of construction of an All 
Aluminum Prefabricated Modular Assembly structure in Florida 
was designed to withstand hurricane force winds.  Preliminary 
correspondence included the discussion of using Series 10 and 16 
units (1,160 and 1,820 square foot respectively). These inquires 
did not evolve into a design proposal. 
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141 
Los Angeles Opera Associaton 
Procenium Arch and Platform 
Client: Lawrence E. Deutsch/ City 
of Los Angeles Opera Association 
Los Angeles, California 
Opera Remodel (project) 
1972 
 
 
Lawrence E. Deutsch,  who, in partnership with Lloyd E. Rigler,  
previously commissioned the Adolph’s Office and Research 
Building, asked Soriano for a concept to reconfigure the stage in 
the Los Angeles concert hall.  Soriano prepared a  detailed design 
with an aluminum construction.  It is not clear whether the design 
was executed. 
 
142 
Royal Tahitien Hotel 
Client: Lloydt E. Rigler 
Tahiti, Polynesia 
Hotel (project) 
1972 
 
 
 
The main project is an addition to the existing Hotel Royal 
Tahitian, Pirae, Tahiti, Polynesie Francaise owned by Adolph's 
LTD..  The expansion plans included a twenty-one story central 
tower with 200 hotel rooms, and adjacent one and two story garden 
units.  The proposed high-rise, has a restaurant, meeting rooms, 
boutiques, shops, general office, plaza, and garden units. The 
garden units have an exterior circulation balcony connecting 
spaces in each building.  There are a total of 112 hotel units whose 
rooms are 13-foot by 26-foot.  Four units are included per building, 
per floor, and are configured in a half-circle.   There is no 
indication of the materials that were to be used. It is likely, 
however, that they are aluminum structures. The existing hotel was 
comprised of ten buildings.   In 1983, plans for re-roofing the 
existing facilities were made.   
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143 
Rigler House 
Client: Lloyd E. Rigler 
Los Angeles, California 
Single Family House (project) 
1973 
 
 
Lloyd E. Rigler, friend and patron of Soriano, who had previously 
commissioned the Adolph’s office and research building in 
Burbank and several design studies for a factory and a hotel, 
amongst others, asked Soriano for a concept design of a house for 
himself on a spectacular Hollywood Hills site with a 360 degree 
panoramic view overlooking  Los Angeles and the San Fernando 
Valley. The project was later abandoned.  
 
144 
Allegro Circle Estates 
Client: Mr. and Mrs. Olav Norman 
Tiburon, California 
Town Planning (project) 
1972 – 1973 
 
This site plan was for 26-38 single-family All Aluminum houses on 
approximately fifteen acres. The development included a 
swimming pool, two tennis courts, and a recreational play area in 
Playa Verde, Tiburon, around an existing central two-acre 
residence. The site plan called for several round houses and 
remained unbuilt. 
 
145 
Soria Circle  
Client: Marco Radomile 
Tiburon, California 
Housing Masterplan (project) 
1972 – 1973 
 
 
This was Soriano’s last attempt to build houses with the Soria 
Structures building system.  On a site near his studio in Tiburon, 
the project, also known as Ville Moderne, was for eight single-
family aluminum series houses in one and two story structures.  
Fluctuating first floor configurations to adjust to grade, 
accommodated the underlying slope of the compact site; the 
building footprint measured approximately 1534 square foot each. 
The project was abandoned by the developer. 
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146 
Bahia Office Building 
San Francisco, California 
Mixed Use Development  (project) 
1973 
 
This preliminary concept design was for a 5-story corner building 
with retail use at ground floor and possibly residential use on the 
upper levels.  Schematic drawings of several options with small 
overhang of top three floors over bottom two.  The exterior walls 
were designed as a curtain wall with approximately 80% glazing. 
 
147 
National Arthritis Medical Center 
Client: John Berlach 
Desert Hot Springs, California 
Medical Building (project) 
1975 
 
First developed as a masterplan for developer John Belarch of 
Apple Valley in 1972 and identified as the Highland Rehabilitation 
Hospital, this project was to be located in California’s Desert Hot 
Springs.  Soria Structures, Inc, pitched for a job to construct a spa 
providing to treat arthritis and to provide nursing units for 300 
people, 20 units for patient/guests, 50 units for an additional quest 
house, a high-rise hotel with shops, coffee shop and restaurant. 
The proposal was to be a solar powered facility on approximately 
137,500 square foot parcel.  No building commission came out of 
this proposition. 
 
148 
Helsinki Homes  
Client: Oy Lemminkainen  
Helsinki, Finland 
Residential Masterplan (project) 
1971 – 1975 
 
This file consists of correspondence between Soriano and Ritva 
and Matti Kaje of Helsinki.  The Kajes tried to help Soriano 
respond to a request for a proposal by Lemminkainen Oy, "the 
largest and oldest public supported highway contractor in Finland", 
seeking to diversify by building single-family housing.  Soriano's 
friends asked him to supply information to the company regarding 
submitting and building a Soria Structures prototype.  The 
developer contemplated the construction of ten prototypes, which 
would be evaluated over a two-year period. One would be selected 
and mass-produced throughout the country. Soriano tried to 
estimate the cost of supplying an aluminum house for 
consideration.  Soriano’s files showed no indication that he ever 
formally responded; the project never commenced. 
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149 
Kebab and McDonalds 
Prototypes 
Client: McDonalds Corporation 
Any Site Application 
Retail (project) 
1976 
 
This was another of Soriano’s fruitless attempts to commercialize 
his Soria Structures system.  The 3,600 square foot restaurants 
included space for 1,800 square foot kitchen, 225 square foot toilet 
area, 675 square foot serving area and a 900 square foot seating 
area for 92 guests. Nothing resulted out of this initial study. 
 
 
 
150 
Barnsdall House Construction  
Client: Lloyd E. Rigler/ Barnsdall 
House Municipal Art Gallery 
Los Angeles, California 
Entrance Sign 
1980* 
 
 
 
When Frank Lloyd Wright’s Barnsdall House was donated to the 
City of Los Angeles to be made available to the public as an Art 
Center, Soriano was asked by his friend and patron Lloyd Rigler, 
who was one of the potential sponsors of the new municipal 
gallery, to design and build a sign at the bottom of the hill which 
would call attention to the hillside house.  Soriano proposed a 60 to 
80-foot tall aluminum triangle filled with laser glass and other 
colored materials that would moved with the breeze of the air, 
including a Barnsdall Art Center logo - “B A C”, which would have 
been a homage to Frank Lloyd Wright’s Hollyhock theme.  
Soriano’s and Lloyd Rigler’s proposal was rejected by the city 
planning authorities, and Lloyd Rigler withdrew his financial 
support for the Art Center following this decision. 
 
 
Benet, Carol. The Ark, January 7th, 1981 
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Los Angeles, 1988. pp. 197-200 
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